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May 30, 2003

Honorable Mayor and Council
City of Scottsdale

3939 Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Dear Mayor Manross and Council Members:

On behalf of your Council District Advisory Task Force, I am pleased to transmit to you our final
report outlining our efforts focused on our directed mission of “undertaking a balanced and
informed investigation of the issue, including

exploring various forms of the council district structure of government
examining other cities” experience with the district system

Gaining public input

Determining possible impact to Scottsdale

Collecting relevant research, and

Considering the timing of a council district ballot measure”,

Our Task Force met virtually every week beginning on February 4, 2003, with our final meeting
being held on May 20, 2003. The Task Force invited and received relevant information from local
experts in the field of elections and municipal governance and held three public hearings. In
addition, we continuously solicited written input from the public.

In our deliberations, we considered a number of factors, including, but not limited to Scottsdale’s
growing population, diverse geography, costs of campaigning, growing age of the City, and new
challenges facing our City. Our recommendation s based upon our research, deliberations, citizen
input, and the expert information provided by those who appeared before us.

Your Council District Advisory Task Force recommends, with the concurrence of twelve of its
fourteen members, that a single amendment to the Scottsdale City Charter that provides for the
creation of six districts and the election of City Council members from those districts, while




maintaining the election of the Mayor at large, be placed on the ballot for consideration by
Scottsdale voters at the earliest possible time. The majority of your Task Force believes that the
creation of a six district system will best serve the Scottsdale of the future.

Our report outlining the majority recommendation and the two dissenting opinions is attached. I
urge you to read all of the reports, including those of the minority.

On behalf of the Task Force, I want to thank you for the opportunity to serve the City of
Scottsdale. I would also like to thank the members of the City Staff who ably assisted our efforts,
Donna Bronski, Jeff Kulaga, Peggy Carpenter, and Carolyn Jagger. They provided very
competent and unbiased help and support.

We look forward to your continued discussion of our report and this issue.

Respecyflly submitted,

Bitter Sinith,
Chairman




FINAL REPORT
DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE
CITY OF SCOTTSDALE

May, 2003

Background.

The City of Scottsdale currently has a City Council consisting of six members and a
Mayor, all of whom are elected “at large.”

The City was incorporated in 1951 when it consisted of 0.62 square miles and had a
population of 2,000. The Scottsdale City Charter was adopted in 1961 when the City
consisted of 3.9 square miles and had a population of 10,000. See Attachment 1. Since
that time, the City has experienced explosive growth in area, population and diversity.
The City presently consists of 185 square miles (117,000 acres) and an estimated current
population of 220,000. The Maricopa Association of Governments estimates that the
City’s population will reach 260,000 in 2010 and will peak at 295,000 to 300,000 in 2020
or shortly thereafter.

Eighty-five percent of the City’s population currently lives south of Frank Lloyd Wright
Boulevard. The City’s “population divide” (the line that divides the City’s population in
half) is located roughly at Doubletree Ranch Road—i.e. it is south of Shea Boulevard.

The City’s shape is unique and its diversities are vast. The Morrison Institute Report
(*Which Way Scottsdale™) confirms what is well known about the demographics of
Scottsdale—i.c., that portion of the City south of Chaparral Road is relatively densely
populated and has relatively lower income and lower home prices while the area north of
the Central Arizona Canal is characterized by higher incomes and home prices along with
lower population density (page 25). As part of its study, the Morrison Institute
conducted a survey in which 62% of those surveyed rated Scottsdale negatively on
whether residents of the north and south portions of the City can agree with cach other
(pages 27, 47). The Morrison Institute Report also noted that the different areas of
Scottsdale “are likely to become more different from one another in the future than they
are now” {page 25).

The issue of changing from an “at large” system of government to a district form of
government is not of recent origin inasmuch as the City has previously conducted two
studies of its form of government--one in 1986/87 and one in 1994/95. The results of
those efforts were inconclusive and no changes were made.
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Introduction,

There has been substantial and growing public debate over the perception that different
portions of the City are treated differently and that the City’s diversities are not
adequately represented on the City Council. In November 2002, the Mayor and City
Council decided to establish a citizen task force to research, analyze and make
recommendations with respect to whether the City should change its form of government
by creating districts from which the members of its City Council would be elected.
During November and December, 2002, applications for membership were accepted by
the City. In January 2003, the Mayor and City Council appointed a 14 member citizen
panel (the “Scottsdale District Advisory Task Force,” the “Task Force™ or “DATF”) and
directed it to conduct a review of various district forms of government. A list of the
names of the citizens appointed to the Task Force, and the City staff members assigned to
assist them, is attached to this Report as Attachment 2. The mandate to the Task Force,
as set forth in the appointment letter which each member received, is as follows:

The Council has directed the Task Force to conduct a balanced and informed
investigation of the council district form of government. The investigation
shall include: exploring various forms of the council district structure of
government; examining other cities” experiences with the district system;
gaining public input; determining possible impacts to Scottsdale; collecting
relevant research; considering the timing of a council district ballot measure;
and preparing a final report and recommendation for the City Council.

The Task Force Process,

The Task Force met for the first time and organized itself on February 4, 2003. See
Appendix, Tab 1. The Task Force elected member Susan Bitter Smith as its Chairperson
and member Jim Derouin as its Vice-Chairperson. The Task Force adopted the words in
the appointment letter as its mission statement.

The initial Task Force meetings constituted fact-gathering. During this phase, the Task
Force found that the surrounding cities of Mesa, Glendale, Phoenix and Tucson have ail
been through the decision and transition process from an “at large” form of government
to a district form of government. Thus, in order to explore various forms of the district
structure of government and to examine the experience and deliberative analyses of
Scottsdale’s “proximity™ cities, the Task Force invited representatives from the cities of
Mesa, Glendale, Phoenix and Tucson to share their knowledge and experience on
districting. In addition, representatives of the Maricopa County Elections Department
were likewise invited to make a presentation highlighting their role in conducting
elections and in creating election precincts throughout Maricopa County.

A brief description of the Task Force process is outlined below:
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¢ February 11, 2003 - Presentations by Mesa City Clerk Barbara Jones and
Eric Norenberg, Special Assistant to the Mayor and Council. See
Appendix, Tab 2,

* February 25, 2003 - Presentations by Rick Naimark, Executive Assistant
to the Phoenix City Manager and Martin Vanacour, former City Manager
for the City of Glendale. See Appendix, Tab 3.

* March 4, 2003 - Presentations by Karen Osborne, Maricopa County
Elections Director; Yvonne Reed, Executive Assistant to the County
Recorder; and Tim Johnson, GIS Programmer Analyst in the Maricopa
County Elections Department. In addition, at the request of the Task
Force, Peggy Carpenter, City of Scottsdale Government Relations
Coordinator, made a presentation on Tucson’s district election process.
See Appendix, Tab 4.

® March 5, 2003 - The Task Force held an open forum to solicit public
input. The forum was intended to generate public input before the Task
Force began to move forward with deliberations and recommendations.
Although the forum itself did not elicit a large amount of public comment,
perhaps because there was no formal proposal on the table, it did initiate a
string of email comments to the Task Force. See Appendix, Tab 5.

The Task Force held additional meetings on March 11, March 25 and April 1 to discuss
the issues before it. It held further public input hearings on April 8 and 9. On April 15,
former Tempe Mayor (and current State Senator) Harry Mitchell made a presentation to
the Task Force; and, on April 22, Rick DeGraw, an employee of the Maricopa
Community Colleges District and a person experienced in the election process, made a
presentation to the Task Force. The Task Force then met on April 29, May 13 and May
20 to discuss and finalize this Report. See Appendix, Tabs 6 — 15. It is estimated that
members of the Task Force, plus City staff assisting the Task Force, spent between 500
and 1,000 hours of combined time in researching, studying and considering the issue
presented to it and preparing this Report.

During the Task Force process, a number of questions were identified for consideration.
These questions included:

¢ How does Scottsdale compare to other cities in the United States that are
of comparable population size?

e Would a change to a district form of government increase voter
participation?

* Would a change to a district form of government impact the City’s fire
and police “service boundaries?”

-3- Doc. #411316 v.1




e Would a change to a district form of government for electing City
Council members change how the Mayor is elected?

* Would a change to a district form of government affect the number of
signatures required to recall a city council member?

¢ Would a change to a district form of government impact Board and
Commission appointments?

» Would a change to a district form of government mean an increase in the
number of City Council members?

¢ What are the advantages and disadvantages of the district and “at large”
forms of government?

e [s there a need for change?

© What does the public think about Scottsdale’s current form of
government and does it feel that the adoption of a district system
would be an improvement?

o Would a district system better provide for representation of all areas of
the City?

© Would a district system better represent the demographic diversities of
the City?

© Would a district system change access to, and accountability of,
council members?

e Should the City adopt a district form of government, what are the initial
and continuing cost impacts?

* Should the City adopt a district form of government, how much time
would it take to transition to a district system and what is involved in the
process?

The answers to these questions presented in this Report are based on research the Task
Force conducted, presentations made to it, public comment and Task Force deliberations.

How_ does Scottsdale compare to other cities in_the United States that are of

comparable population size?

The Task Force compared the following demographic characteristics of all cities in the
nation with populations from 180,000 to 280,000 residents:
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e Area

¢ Density

¢ Median household income

» Percentage of single-family residences

e Percentage of residential structures building prior to 1980

¢ Median value of owner-occupied residences

¢ Government style/type
See Attachment 3.
Based on the indicated range of population, there is a universe of 48 citics nationwide,
which are referred to in this Report as “Comparably Sized Cities.” Of these 48 cities, 27
(56%) have a district form of government; 9 (19%) have an “at large” form of

government; and 12 (25%) have a “blended” form of government (defined as a
combination of the district and “at large” systems).

Figure 1

‘ City Council Types for 48 Comparison
| Cities

@ District
‘@At Large | ‘
/DBlended |

When compared to Comparably Sized Cities, some characteristics become immediately
apparent:
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* Scottsdale has experienced the second highest growth rate in the study
group since 1980,

* Scottsdale is relatively large—i.e., it is the sixth largest of all Comparably
Sized Cities.

* Of those Comparably Sized Cities that still have an “at large” form of
government, Scottsdale is the second largest in area.

® Scottsdale is relatively sparsely populated--i.c. it is the 42" least dense
city in the study group.

* Scottsdale is relatively wealthy--i.e. it has the third highest median
household income in the study group.,

* The value of Scottsdale’s housing stock is relatively high--i.e. Scottsdale
has the fourth highest mean household value in the study group.

Table 1

.+ -, .Comparative City-Statistics

L . e . "] Anchorage | Chesapeake [Augusta-Richn{Lexington-Fay Columbus "~ Hialeah

R o 4 -
R o ) 7 o T
“é;i Sl et i Jersey City | Hialeah FI. Yonkers Rochester |Glendale Ca,| Modesto "~ rie
; L | 1 Plano Fremont 4 Anchorage |Chesapeake| Garland —~ Louisville Ky,
Plang | Glendale Az. Chesapeake| Irving Tx. | Bakersfield o~ Akron
e : T Fremont | Glendale Ca. Yonkers 5*’, Plano Anchorage "~ Jackson Ms.

Of the 27 Comparably Sized Cities that have a district form of government, 3 elect two
council members from each district. All others have “single-member” districts. The
following summarizes the 24 cities with single-member districts:

» ( cities have six districts.

e 7 cities have seven districts.
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e 3 cities have eight districts.
e 3 cities have nine districts,

» 2 cities have ten districts.

+ 2 cities have twelve districts.
e 1 city has twenty districts.

In other words, although six and seven district systems are most common, many
Comparably Sized Cities use a greater number of districts.

Table 2

As previously noted, of the eight Comparably Sized Cities that have an “at large” system
for electing city council members, Scottsdale is far bigger in area than seven of them (the
one exception being Chesapeake, Virginia). It is far less dense than seven of them and
has had a growth rate far greater than all of them except Plano, Texas.

Of the 12 Comparably Sized Cities that have a “blended” form of government (i.e., some
council members are elected from districts and some “at large™), almost all have a high
ratio of “district” members as compared to “at large” members. While providing more
“at large” representation on the city council in addition to the mayor, the “district” to “at
large™ ratio found in ten of the twelve cities has the positive effect of reducing the
likelihood of any single group electing a majority of the city council. The following
summarizes the 12 Comparably Sized Cities that have “blended” district systems:

o Jersey City (NJ) elects six members by district and three at large.

* Greensboro (NC) elects five members by district and three at large.

* Aurora (CO) elects six members by district and four at large.

* Tacoma (WA) elects five members by district and three at large.

* Lexington-Fayette (K'Y) elects 12 members by district and three at large.

* Lincoln (NE) elects four members by district and three at large.
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* Columbus (GA) elects eight members by district and two at large.
* Des Moines (IA) elects four members by district and two at large.
» Akron (OH) elects seven members by district and three at large.

* Fort Wayne (IN) elects six members by district and three at large.

* Durham (NC) has a “3+3” system in which three members are elected by
district and an equal number are elected at large.

* Rochester (NY) elects four members by district and five at large.

Table 3

15 10

ity Greensboro| Tacoma pxington-Faye| Lincoln |Columbus|Des Maines Ft. Wayne| Durham | Rochester

A dilemma facing Scottsdale is that, with six council members and a Mayor, it is difficult
to mathematically construct a blended system that would both provide good
“neighborhood” representation while, at the same time, avoid the concern that a single
interest group could dominate the election process. This concern could be resolved by
increasing the number of council members, but this alternative also increases the
continuing costs of such a system.

In its review of Comparably Sized Cities, the Task Force discovered that one
characteristic of Scottsdale’s City Charter seems to be unique (among the survey cities)
in that it provides that candidates for Mayor and City Council be elected by majority
vote. This requirement is viewed by the Task Force as a positive which should be
preserved,
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With respect to the issue of “proportional representation” as advocated by the Center for
Voting and Democracy, the Task Force could find no Arizona City and no Comparably
Sized City that had adopted such a system of voting.

Would a change to a district form of government increase voter participation?

Testimony differed on whether districting results in increased voter turnout long term.
The mere act of districting is not a guarantee to overcome voter apathy; however, at least
initially, increased voter turnout can be expected. In addition, at least initially, an
affirmative effort may be needed to make sure that candidates offer themselves from all
districts. Government officials from neighboring communities all indicated, however,
that districting has significantly increased interaction between citizens and their
respective council members. Certainly this is positive and, over time, is likely to increase
citizen participation in government including voter turnout.

Would a change to a district form of government impact the City’s fire and police
“service boundaries”?

No. If the City were to adopt a district-form of government, the Task Force sees no need
whatsoever to alter or change the City’s fire, police or service boundaries. Those
boundaries should be based on community needs and should be established by
professional judgment rather than on a process that is driven by constitutional constraints.

Would a change to a district form of government for the election of members of the
city council change how the Mayor is elected?

No. The Mayor would continue to be elected “at large.” The role of the Mayor,
however, under a district system has the possibility of changing. Testimony from several
cities indicated that the role of their Mayor changed slightly, but noticeably, as they
moved from an “at large” system to a district system. They reported that the Mayor’s
role scemed to move more to that of a consensus builder and focal point for policy
making. The personality of the Mayor will certainly impact how that Mayor functions in
a district system. However, in general, testimony indicated that the Mayor tends to
become stronger in a district system.

Would a change to a district form of government affect the number of signatures
needed to recall a city council member?

Yes. The number of signatures needed on a recall petition is set by state statute as a
percentage of the votes cast in a general election for all of the candidates for the office to
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which the incumbent was elected. That percentage is the same whether the City Council
is elected “at large” or by district. However, the base against which this percentage is
applied is larger in elections which are held city-wide on an “at large” basis. The number
of signatures required for the recall of a member of the City Council elected from a
district would be proportionately less and would vary depending on the number of
districts involved.

Would a change to a district form of government impact Board and Commission
appointments?

Not directly, but testimony indicated that, in practice, equalization of Board and
Commission appointments results from adopting a district form of government.
Although the City Charter could be amended to require that, should a district form of
government be adopted, a resident from each district be appointed to all Boards and
Commissions, such an amendment was not adopted in Glendale, Mesa and Phoenix.
Officials from those cities indicated that representation on Boards and Commissions
equalized after a move to districting because, in each instance, the Mayor has made sure
that appointments are made on a proportionate basis.

Would a change to a district form of government mean an increase jn_the number
of City Council members?

No. The adoption of a district form of government does not require that the number of
City Council members be increased. The issue of whether the size of the City Council
should be increased is one driven by cost (for salary, staff, space and equipment) and
political considerations.

What are the advantages and disadvantages of the district and “at large” forms of
government?

In general, when an “at large” system of government is changed to a district system of
government, there are a number of “mirror image” issues that deserve note. Some of
these are depicted in the following table.
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Table 4
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At its April 1% meeting, the Task Force created lists of advantages and disadvantages
commonly associated with these two forms of government. See Appendix, Tab 8. The
Task Force did not adopt these lists as “findings,” but, rather, accumulated them to
inform the public of potential issues and to keep such issues in front of the Task Force as
it continued and completed its deliberations.

One concern often stated about district systems of government is that council members
elected by district will have a tendency to promote the interests of their individual
districts rather than the city as a whole. However, representatives from Mesa, Glendale
and Phoenix indicated that they have not witnessed this tendency.

Another argument for the “at large” system is the “multiple-ear” argument—i.c., the
feeling that a citizen can contact all members of the council rather than just one. Notably,
presenters from Phoenix, Mesa and Glendale reported that the move to districting had
significantly increased interaction between citizens and the council members elected from
their particular district. Citizens seem more willing to contact someone who lives close
to them. Regardless, as one member of the Task Force commented: “There will always
be seven pairs of ears.” Conversion to a district form of government does not cut off the
ability of citizens to communicate with the Mayor and all members of the City Council.

A common criticism about the “at large”™ system is that running for office on a city-wide
basis is costly and intimidating, Clearly, the cost of running for the City Council would
be markedly reduced under a districting system because of the smaller area and smaller
voter base involved. The reduction in cost for individuals to run for the City Council,
coupled with “localized” representation, has the potential to increase the diversity of
candidates and, as reported by the government representatives who appeared before the
Task Force, will noticeably increase citizen interaction with council members.
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A criticism of adopting a district form of government is that it will increase election costs
and that the periodic process of redistricting is complicated. These issues are discussed at
greater length in the final two sections of this Report. The Task Force believes that the
Mayor and City Council should be aware of the districting process and city election costs
so that they make their decision with “their eyes open.” But the Task Force also feels
that, based on the testimony from other Arizona cities and county elections officials, the
anticipated process is manageable and the anticipated costs are acceptable.

Is there a need for change?

What does the public think about Scottsdale’s current form of government and does it
feel that the adoption of a district system would be an improvement? Would a district
system better provide for representation of all areas of the City? Would a district system
better represent the demographic diversities of the City? Would a change to a district
form of government change access to, and accountability of, members of the City
Council? The Task Force spent considerable time and effort in attempting to objectively
analyze and answer these difficult questions.

The City has experienced explosive growth in both size and population and has vast
diversities in population density, median family income and median value of owner-
occupied residences. Based on written comments, public testimony, its own research and
lengthy deliberations, the Task Force came to conclude that the historic “at large” system
of government should be changed for the following reasons:

» There is a sense in the community that the City’s diversities, geographic
and otherwise, could be better reflected under a district form of
government,

e A significant number of residents believe that they are disenfranchised, or
are not adequately represented, under the current system.

» Demographic disparities within the City are so great that the current
system cannot provide adequate representation to all communities of
interest and all geographic parts of the City.

» The City is oddly shaped, large and contains vast demographic disparities.
All of these realities/characteristics lend themselves to a district form of
government.

¢ The conditions that existed at the time of the adoption of the “at large”
system of government in 1961 do not exist today. The City is no longer
homogeneous. It is no longer the 3.9 square mile city with 10,000 residents
that adopted the “at large” form of government in 1961,
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* A district form of government will lead to greater interaction between
citizens and members of the City Council.

* Scottsdale is approaching “build-out.” As it does, the problems that it
faces will change from those relating to development issues to ones relating
to re-development. It is likely that a district form of government will be
better suited to deal with these “next generation” issues.

The Task Force also noted that, as a result of the overwhelming change in demographics
within a quickly growing city, the job of being a City Council member has become more
complicated and time consuming. Although current and previous City Council members
have done a highly commendable job of attempting to represent the diversities of the
City, there is a belief that it is not reasonable to expect, much less demand, such time
consuming attention from “part time” City Council members. The demands on members
of the City Council, however, will continue to grow. Scottsdale has become much more
than the “West’s Most Western Town™ on the fringe of Phoenix as it was when it adopted
its City Charter and the “at large” system of government in 1961. Tt has become a
geographically large, heavily populated, world-renowned community with many diverse
parts and a need for its diverse parts to work together for the common good. Scottsdale
can no more return to the past than it can afford to live in the past. As a result, the twin
burdens of governance and growth have grown dramatically and pose unreasonable
demands on the current system. These circumstances do not constitute a condemnation
of City Council members; it is, rather, a recognition of current reality. Recognizing these
concems, the Task Force, further, concluded that:

* A district form of government will lead to greater local accountability.

* A district form of government will mean that the cost of running for the
City Council will be less.

¢ A district form of government will mean that the act of running for the
City Council will be less intimidating.

* A district form of government will increase the efficiencies of representing

citizens--i.c., more time would be spent on representing all parts of the
community and less time in traveling from one part of the community to
another.

Among findings contained in the Morrison Institute Report, Scottsdale has relatively little
undeveloped space and, as a result, an opportunity exists to “focus on the neighborhoods
and communities it has created to capture high-quality opportunities” (page 45). It also
found, based on a citizen-survey, that “Scottsdale’s image among residents on a wide
range of dimensions is extremely weak” and that “the data show a profound
disengagement--a lack of definition--on the part of most residents with their own city”
(page 47). These conclusions are consistent with the majority sentiment expressed in
writing and in person to the Task Force by the public. The Task Force feels that changing
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the form of government in Scottsdale to a district system will positively contribute to
reversing this unfortunate, yet present, drag on the City’s well being.

Representatives from the cities of Mesa, Glendale and Phoenix all uniformly reported an
enhanced relationship between constituents and council members as a result of adopting a
district form of government. They also reported that districting had resulted in a greater
focus on neighborhood issues.

Assuming a population of 220,000 residents, under a six-district system, a ratio of
approximately 36,500 residents to each council member would exist. Under a four-
district system, this ratio would be 55,000 residents to each council member; and under a
three-district system, the ratio would be 73,500 residents per council member. All of
these alternatives would allow each district-elected member to more intimately know,
relate to and serve his or her constituents. Obviously, the lower the ratio, the closer the
relationship can be.

Presenters from Mesa, Phoenix and Glendale all indicated that, while continuing to focus
on city-wide issues, council members elected by district become more focused on the
1ssues within their districts and, likewise, become very involved in meetings and outreach
activities within their districts. These officials indicated that council members elected by
district in their cities have continued to demonstrate interest in dealing with “city-wide”
issues.

The Task Force found that the concept of “districting” can take many different forms.
The research conducted on Comparably Sized Cities displays many variations for
consideration. Consistent with the mandate from the City Council, however, the Task
Force identified several options for more specific consideration. These included:

» Option 1. The election of three members by district and three at large
{a’k/a a “blended” system).

 Option 2. The election of two members from each of three districts (a/k/a
a “Multi-Member District” system).

e Option 3. The election of four members by district and two at large (a/k/a
a “blended” system),

» Option 4. The election of six members by district (a/k/a as a “Single-
Member District” system).

The Task Force discussed these options as part of its deliberative process and advertised
the options as potential topics of citizen input at the Task Force public hearings.
Members of the public that supported districts tended to focus their comments either on
the clection of six members by district or the election of three members by district and
three “at large.”
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Figure 3
‘ Public Input Preference ‘
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After hearing the testimony and after discussion among themselves, a majority of Task
Force members articulated that they did not support the concept of creating only three
districts as envisioned in Options 1 and 2. They felt that doing so would tend to create
the reality of a three-part city—i.e., that the City would be merely trading a two-part,
north-south controversy for a three-part, north-south-central controversy. There was a
strong belief that any three-district plan would be very divisive and bad for the City.

A majority of Task Force members also did not support the concept of a blended system
of government as envisioned in Options 1 and 3. In general, they believed that such a
system would have the unintended effect of creating two classes of representation and a
class of “super” council members (i.c., those elected at large). Several members,
however, supported Option 3 as a potential compromise proposal.

After thorough discussion, twelve of the fourteen Task Force members support the
adoption of Option 4 for a variety of reasons, including:

® The overwhelming weight of public comments supported the six-district form
of government. See Attachment 4.

* A six-district system will provide the smallest ratio of citizens per council
member. It will lead to the greatest interaction between citizens and council
members.

¢ A six-district system will reduce the cost of running for office the most.

-15- Doc. #411316 v.1




e The adoption of a six-district form of government would be the most
understandable to the electorate and would most clearly respond to concerns
about adequate representation for all parts of the City.

¢ A “pure” district system of government is the most common form of
government among cities with comparable populations in the United States.

As a Task Force member commented during deliberations, a “pure” district system is
similar to the organization of both public and private institutions that rely on the
knowledge of multiple experts to manage various functions while still being required to
act in the best interest of the larger institution. Rather than being revolutionary, it is
typical in most institutions with which we are familiar.

Should the City adopt a district form of government, what are the initial and
continuing cost impacts?

Voting by district requires the creation of districts. This is a process that all states,
including Arizona, go through every ten years (immediately after and based on, each
census) when they redraw Congressional and state legislative boundaries. Within
Arizona, all fifteen counties redistrict their voting precincts and supervisory district lines
on the same timetable.

Maricopa County election officials are responsible for creating and maintaining all voting
precincts within the County, including those within the City of Scottsdale. Within
Maricopa County, there are presently 1030 voting precincts, which in effect are the
“building blocks” for all state, federal and local elections conducted by the County. As a
result, it has impressive expertise on the legal requirements relating to the establishment
and modification of district boundaries and an extensive database that could be used by
the City in the process of, first, establishing city council districts and, then, amending
them after each census.

Arizona is a “pre-clearance” state under federal election laws. This means that any entity
within Arizona that already has (or which creates) voting districts is subject to having its
districting process, forms, maps and notices reviewed by the Department of Justice. This
is a process with which Maricopa County election officials are very familiar and through
which the cities of Glendale and Mesa have recently navigated successfully. It is the
same process applicable to each of Arizona’s fifteen counties. In other words, while the
process is rigorous, it is a process with which Arizona’s state, county and local officials
are very familiar.

Testimony suggested that, to most efficiently district, a city should hire an expert
consultant and, if needed, expert counsel. The cost for adopting initial district
boundaries, including the cost of a consultant, legal counsel and extensive public
participation, is estimated to be in the range of $150,000 to $200,000. This estimate is
derived from cost figures provided by Mesa and Phoenix. Mesa reported its costs for
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districting/redistricting to be $175,000 of which the consultant cost $100,000, legal
counsel cost $20,000 and “marketing” (e.g., advertising, public information publications
and community involvement) cost $50,000. Phoenix reported costs of $250,000
including a considerable portion for public outreach.

In addition to the initial costs of districting, testimony identified several additional
categories of cost. These can be described as “election process” costs, “administrative
and management” costs and “council” costs. The first two are mandatory while the latter
will be determined by elected council members.

The election of city council members by district results in some additional cost for ballots
and for informational materials that support the process. [Mesa reported that its “election
process” costs initially increased by 10% to 15%.] Examples of causes for increased cost
include the need to prepare and print maps and ballots for each district rather than having
one city map and one set of ballots for the entire city. In addition, testimony indicated
that city staff must, practically speaking, prepare inventories of city facilities and assets
by district for use by council members and candidates rather than relying on historic
information that provides such information for the city as a whole. All in all, however,
the Task Force feels that the “clection process™ and “administrative and management”
cost categories can be described as manageable.

The experience of other cities did demonstrate that city councils elected by district must
exercise fiscal discipline. Some cities report that each city council member has a small
budget (e.g., $10,000 to $20,000 annually) to expend within their district for public
purposes. Some council members desire to have a district office. Some desire more
staff. If not controlled, these costs can be substantial. [For example, each new secretarial
position has a cost of approximately $50,000 and each new “citizen liaison” position has
a cost of approximately $90,000.] The view of the Task Force is that these costs are not
an automatic result of adopting a district system and, in any event, would not arise until
2008 or thereafter when all members of the City Council would be elected by district. In
short, they will be subject to the discretion of, and be determined by, subsequent city
councils.

Should the City adopt a district form of government, how much time would it take
to transition to a district system and what is involved in the process?

The Scottsdale City Charter (“Charter”) can be modified only by a vote of the peopie.
The Charter presently provides for the election of six council members at large.
Although an amendment of this requirement to provide for the election of council
members by district is not complicated, the amendment could not be put on a city ballot
before November 2003--and, perhaps, not until March 2004, Regardless, district
boundaries would not be on the ballot, only a simple amendment to the Charter changing
the method of electing members to the City Council from the “at large” method to the
“by-district” method.
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Both Glendale and Mesa reported that their respective city councils voted to place
multiple measures on the ballot for voter consideration. The city representatives stated
that doing so created voter confusion and that, ultimately, their councils voted to place
only a single districting proposal in front of voters.

Should a Charter amendment pass, the City would need to commence a process of
establishing district boundaries. As explained above, testimony suggested that the City
would need to retain an expert consultant and, if needed, an expert counsel to assist in the
process. The process would involve extensive public participation and outreach.

Because Scottsdale currently elects the members to its City Council at staggered
clections, a characteristic that the Task Force sees no reason to change, a transition to
districting would occur over several election cycles. Should voters approve a charter
change to provide for a district form of government, the City would need to proceed with
the adoption of district boundaries (in 2004 and 2005); the first opportunity for City
Council members to be elected by district would be in the March 2006 election. The
remaining members would be elected in March 2008. The Mayor would continue io be
elected at large. The original districts adopted by the City Council would need to be
adjusted, in the year 2011, for the 2012 elections based on the 2010 census.

For a general discussion of the districting process, see Attachments 5 - 7,

The recommendations of the Task Force are set forth on the next page and are
respectfully submitted to Mayor Manross and members of the Scottsdale City Council for
their consideration and action.

- 18- Doc. #411316 v.1



Recommendations,

Based on our meetings, research, deliberations, citizen input and the information
provided by those who appeared before us, the District Advisory Task Force
recommends, with the concurrence of twelve of fourteen members, that an
amendment to the Scottsdale City Charter providing for the creation of six districts
and the election of City Council members from those districts be placed on the
ballot for consideration by Scottsdale voters at the earliest possible time. The
amendment should require residency, within the district from which election is
sought, of one year preceding the date of election or appointment. In addition, we
recommend that the Mayor continue to be elected “at large” and that, to avoid
voter confusion, only one measure dealing with the creation of districts be put on the
ballot for consideration.

Susan Bitter Smith, Chairman James Derouin, Vice Chairman
Jeffrey Abts Suzanne Klapp

George Knowlton II Wendy Lyons

William McCluskey Michael Pickett

Wendy Riddell Donald Scott

Lida Stewart James Wellington
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ea - Square Miles

1951 62

1935 8

1960 39

1965 580

1970 622

1975 85.8

1980 886

1985 183.20

1989 184.80

1990 185.2 ‘

The distance between the extreme
north and south points in the city is 31
miles. The distance between the
farthest east and west points is 11.5
miles.

Size of Government
FYS0/51 1,123 full-time positions
FY 50/91 297 part-time positions

City Budget
FY 87/88 $146.3 million

FY 88/89 g148.5 million
FY 89/90 $143.2 million
FY90/91 $158 million

Property Tax Rate
B6 cents per $100 assessed valuation

(as of June 1990)

Monthly Water Rate
FY 90/91 - 83 cents per 1,000 gallons

for the first 7,500 gallons; $1.30 there-
after.

Water Enterprise FY 88/8%
Customers: 47,415

Gallons annual consumption:

Population aensus

1950 census 2,032

1960 census 10,026

1975 special census 78,065

1980 specia census 88,622

1985 census 108,447

1989 estimate 133,600

1990 (projection} 134,600 /36 @78 156 biliion
2000 (projection)

2010 {proiection} 228,200

Average no. of persons per

square mile — 711

Median age of residents — 37

Median household income — $44,260
Unemployment rate (April 1989 - 3.2%)

Thae city of Scottsdale ranks second in
the state in total area, while it is sixth in
population,

Age Distribution

1970 1980 1985 1988
Under five years

7.4% 39% 44% 5%
5-14 years

237 12.8 9.7 10
15-19 years

88 10.3 6.7 7
20-24 years

35 84 8.1 8
25-44 years

77 26,5 30.7 32
45-64 years

19.5 25.8 26.1 5
€5 years and over

6.4 12.3 14.3 13

177,700 2.62. 205 Miles of distribution lines:
879

Scottsdale Airport
Serving both the recreational flier and

corporate business traffic,

FY 89/90
Takeoffs and landings: 245,000
Revenue generated : $650,000
Land size : 282 acres
Industrial Park : 2,000 acres
Aircraft Housed:

on Ajrport: 450

at Airpark 60

ire Protectio
The city of Scottsdale contracts with
Rural/Metro Fire Department, Inc,, to
provide fire service to all its residents,
The multiyear contract identifies
staffing, equipment and response
levels to be provided by the private
firm. Rural/Mstro provides 31 full-
time , 24-hour positions, while 40
authorized city employees are trained
as firefighters to serve in fire support.

ral/Metro Statistics:
Per Capita Cost : $46
Cities of comparable size: $60
Contract price FY 90/51 : 5§5.3 million
Nuinber of fire stations: #
Insurance Service Rating: Class 4

Center forthe Arts

The Scottsdale Cultural Council, a
private, nonprofit organization,
administers and manages Scottsdale’s
arts and cultural affairs.

The center for performing and visual
arts has 5,000 square feet of exhibit
space, an 800-seat theater and a 1560-
seat cinema,

FY 89/90

Total arts attendance: 320,000
Artsrevenue: £2.9 million
Level of arts support per person.
$14.66

Number of theatrical events/
attendance: 247/78,000

Number of visual arts exhibits/
attendance: 27/80,000

Police Protection

FY 90/61
Employees: 300
Vehicles: 122
Library

Scottsdale’s library system includes
the Civic Center Library on Scottsdale
Mall, and Mustang Library, the largest
branch library in Arizona, at 10101 N.
90th Street. In addition to book and
periodical circulation and reference,
services include 24-hour book renewal
by telephone, ATLAS (A Total Library
Automated System), telephone refer-
ence service, talking book programm
with records and cassettes for the
blind, homebound program,
children’s and seasonal programs, and
a computer literacy program. Media
centers at Civic Center and Mustang
include audio and video cassettes,
audio discs, and compact discs.



Becreation
301 acres of developed park land, 36

acres of lakes, 50 miles of bike paths;
40 other recreational facilities {these
include school facilities in cooperation
with the Scottedale School District.)

Highlights:

Cactus Park Aquatic and Fitness Center,
7207 E. Cactus Road: 17 acres - sand
volleyball court, basketbal] court,
jogging path, 50-meter swimming
Pool, recreation center with weight-
recom, dance studio, classroom.

Chaparral Park, 5401 N, Hayden Road:
74 acres - 4 lighted ballfields, swim-
ming pool, 3 soccer fields, fishing/
boating lake, wheelchair exercise

¢ourse and recreation center.

Eldorade Park, 2311 N. Miller Road: 55
acres - amphitheater, 10-K course, 2
sand volleyball courts, soccer field,
basketball court, 3 ballfields, swim-
ming pool and recreation center.

Indian School Park, 4289 N. Hayden
Road: 60 acres - 13 tennis courts, 4
racquetball courts, 2 basketball courts,
4 sand volleyball courts and 4 baseball
felds.

Mountain View Park, 8625 E. Mountain
View Road : 20 acres - 2 soccer fields,
1 lighted ballfield, basketball court, 2
tennis courts, recreation center
featuring children's theater facility.

Northsight Park, 8400 E. Thunderbird ;
20 acres - basketball and tennis courts,
equestrian trails, playing fields and
jogging/bike paths.

Scottsdale Ranch Park, 10400 E. Via
Linda : 30 acres - 10 tennis courts,
racquetball, sand volleyball, basket-
ball, squash court, lighted ballfields,
bike paths, exercise course and play-
ground.

Rev, 6/30

Human Services

Vista Del Camino Social Services, 7700
E. Roosevelt: offers information and
referral assistance in locating various
communrity resources. Vista also
offers a food bank, health services,
emergency assistance, as well as
housing many outside agencies such
as Big Brother and Sister, DES food
stamps, Salvation Army, Center
Against Sexual Assault and more.
Special programs such as Back-to-
School and Adopt-A-Family, are also
offered.

The Senior Center, at 7375 E. 7nd
Street, offers recreational, educational,
and social service programs geared
toward senior citizens,

Youth Services, located at 4289 N.
Hayden Road, offers educational
programs and support to troubled
youth in the community. Assistance
with substance abuse, parent/child re-
lationships, and prevention are
offered.

Populatign Characteristics
Length of residence in Scottsdale -

Less than 1 year 3%
1-2 years 1
3-5 years 17
6-10 years 23
11-20 years 23
More than 20 years 23
Highest level of education -

Some high school 5%
High school graguate 24
Some college 32
Junior college /tech school 3
College graduate 27
Graduate schoot 9

Occupation - Head of Household -
Office/clerical

Craft construction
Sales

Middle management
Upper management
Professional
Service/labor
Technical/Mechanical
Housewife

Student

Retired

~3
i

o
fi-’.u'&\"-h‘-lv—'Nm\D,h

Total 1989 Household Income -

Less than $13,000 5%
$15,000-524,999 11
$25,000-534,999 18
$35,000-849,95% 25
250,000 and over 41
Marital Status -

Single 179%
Marrded 70
Widowed 9
Divorced 4
Typeof dwelling -

Singie family home 9%
Townhome 5
Condominium 6
Apartment 7
Mobile home 3
Characteristics of Housing -

Total occupied units 58,000
Own 66.1%
Rent 33.9%
Persons per household 23

Seasonal Resident Characteristics -
Those staying in Scottsdale for at least
seven days, but less than a full year,
and who for the most part maintain
separate part-time households)

Median age 65 years
Retired 67%
Married 5%

1989 income {median) $44,260

67% of Scottsdale's seasonal residents
come from the Great Lakes region,and
the north central area from Michigan
to the Dakotas.

Scottsdale City Council
Herbert R. Drinkwater, Mayor
Gregory Bielli
Susan Bitter Smith
Sam Kathryn Campana
Ross Dean
Bill Soderquist
Bili Walton
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City of Scottsdale, Arizona

District Advisory Task Force

As of. 05/19/2003 7:58:25 AM

MEMBERSHIP

Abts, Jeffrey

Work: 4141 N. Granite Reef Rd.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Home: 5509 N. 83rd Place
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250

E-mail: abtsfamily@qwest.net Fax:

Bitter Smith, Susan

Work: 3810 N. 44th St., #240
Phoenix, Arizona 85018

Home: 5806 E. Lewis
Scottsdale, Arizona 85257

E-mail: susan@azcable.org Fax:

Derouin, James
Work: 201 E. Washington, Ste. 1600
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Home: 12827 130th Place
Scottsdale, Arizona 85259

E-mail: derouin@steptoe.com Fax:

Klapp, Suzanne
Work: 8776 E. Shea
Scottsdale, Arizona 85260

Home: 12475 N. 133rd Place
Scottsdale, Arizona 85259

E-mail: klappo@flash.net Fax:
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(602) 817-6428

(480) 946-2498

(602) 955-4122
(480) 994-9739

(602) 955-4505

(602) 257-5237
(480) 860-9152

(480) 860-6017

(480) 483-3800
(480) 767-9660

(480) 483-6289



MEMBERSHIP

Klein, Barbara
Work:

Home: 10093 E. San Salvador
Scottsdale, Arizona 85258

E-mail: drbarbaraklein@120years.com

Knowiton II, George
Work: 2424 W. 14th St.
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Home: 8701 E. Valley View Rd.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250-6719

E-mail: gcknowlton@cox.net

Lyons, Wendy

Work: 3621 N. Wells Fargo Ave.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Home: 10625 E. Turquoise Ave.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85258

E-mail: wlyons@shc.org

McCluskey, William
Work: 10005 E. Osborn Rd.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Home: 8525 E. Thornwood Dr.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

E-mail: wdmccluskey@cox.net

Pickett, Michael
Work:

Home: 8631 E. Hazelwood
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

E-mail: p20669@email.mot.com
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Fax:

Fax:

Fax:

Fax:

Fax:

(480) 661-4202

(480) 661-4767

(480) 517-8213

(480) 326-2475

(480) 675-4209
(480) 860-2762

(480) 994-1597

(480) 850-8231

(480) 219-0783

(480) 732-4693
(480) 941-3841

(480) 732-3005



MEMBERSHIP

Pilcher, Roberta
Work:

Home: 6001 E. Edgemont
Scottsdale, Arizona 85257

E-mail:

Riddell, Wendy
Work: 4800 N. Scottsdale Rd., Ste. 6000
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Home: 6545 E. Fifth St.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

E-mail: wriddell@beusgilbert.com

Scott, Donald

Work: 8501 N. Scottsdale Rd., Ste. 100
Scottsdale, Arizona 85253

Home: 13964 N. 96th St.
Scotisdale, Arizona 85260

E-mail: donald.scott@ubspw.com

Stewart, Lida
Work:

Home; 2627 N. 74th Place
Scottsdale, Arizona 85257

E-mail:

Wellington, James
Work:

Home: 8302 E. Cambridge Ave.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85257

E-mail: WestBurl@aol.com
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Fax:

Fax:

Fax:

Fax:

Fax:

(480) 990-1690

(602) 616-8771
(480) 946-3849

(480) 429-3100

(480) 443-5468
(480) 767-2591

(480) 443-5446

(480) 946-7301

(480) 947-6116



STAFF

Bronski, Donna

Work: 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Home:
E-mail: dbronski@ScottsdaleAZ.gov

Carpenter, Peqgy

Work: 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Home:
E-mail: pcarpenter@ScottsdaleAZ.gov

Dodds, Pat

Work: 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd,
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Home:
E-mail: pdodds@ScottsdaleAZ.gov

Jagqer, Carolyn

Work: 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Home:
E-mail: cjagger@ScotisdaleAZ gov

Kulaga, Jeff

Work: 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Home:
E-mail: jkulaga@ScottsdaleAZ.gov
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Fax:

Fax:

Fax:

Fax:

Fax:

(480) 312-2624

(480) 312-2683

(480) 312-2336

(480) 312-2411

(480) 312-7496
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Guidelines for Redistricting**
One of the First Steps and Among the Most Important Components of a
Redistricting Plan

d Systems and Processes for Redistricting must Incorporate
Opportunities for Participation and Consideration

Plan now for the outreach, information, public notification and
opportunities for involvement which will meet the needs and interests of all
citizens and groups

Incorporate in Redistricting Systems and Processes what Measures and
Documentation are Necessary for Soliciting and Incorporating Grass Roots
involvement, Notice, Participation and Comments from all interested persons,
organizations, members of racial and language minority groups

Remember that every single proposal/map must be documented and
considered in the process.

a Systems and Processes Used for Districting Must Be Based First and
Foremost on Customary, Traditional, Constitutionally Acceptable
Districting Principles and Goals

1. Population Apportionment.
One Person One Vote

Rules of Thumb for Congressional Districts: not more than ¥z of 1%
deviation. Much stricter than for state and local government districting.

ARS 11-212: In making the division, the supervisors shall make them
“equal in population or with not more than 10% difference in population”.
The House and Senate fact sheets from HB 2418, Ch 237 (44" Legis. 2™
Regular Session) explain this requirement: “the population of each district
shall be equal, or within a ten percent difference of each other”. [Maricopa
County uses a 5% deviation.]

In the world of redistricting there are two variations of the*10% rule”.

a) "overall (total)} population deviation”. Eg, 1,000 persons divided by 5
districts = 200 x 10% = 20. Redistricting plans with deviations of 20
persons or less are OK without further justification or explanation.

b) “average population deviation”. Eg, 1,000 persons divided by 5
districts = 200. The “average” population of each district is 200. 10%
above or below 200 is acceptable: eg acceptable results could be 180,
190, 200, 210, 220 etc., resulting in a much higher deviation. This
approach, and any “total population deviations” which exceed 10%, will

1



require justification from the county of the legitimate governmental
interests necessitating the deviation.

2. Geographic Compactness

Shape alone can present a circumstantial case for scrutiny. (“The shape
alone of some districts may be so bizarre and irregular that their creation may
only be interpreted as an effort to segregate races for purposes of voting, without
regard for traditional districting principles.”)

Review and Select At the Inception the Mathematical Models and
Benchmarks that will Quantify Compactness of the new districts. Deviations can
be measured by circles around the district’s center, by connecting borders with
imaginary strings, by analysis of parallelness, etc. The technique may differ, with
different results, for external state boundaries (eg fingers, snakes that are given
with our state borders) and even natural boundaries (eg Grand Canyon)

3. Geographic Contiguity

Contiguity can also be quantified with mathematical models but Select
your Definition of Contiguity now. Consider the effect your model will have on
adjacent territories separated by rivers, rights of way, open space, highways.

4. Communities of Interest

|dentify Measures of Communities of Interest. There are numerous
statistical indicators of the categories traditionally viewed as reflecting
communities of interest. The categories include indicators of social, geographic,
trade, school, political representation (voting coalitions), common interests,
media markets, urban vs. rural character, neighborhoods, identifiable
constituencies, employment, industry.

Utilize other census indicators (Tiger has identified “communities” which
have no political/administrative boundaries eg Sun City, Sun Lakes, Anthem
developments etc.)

Utilize other politica! subdivision boundaries (not otherwise included in
also Number 5 below) — for example school districts, Phoenix “village” planning
district boundaries, justice court boundaries, etc.)

5. Visible Geographic Features

Typically these are natural and artificial features which may affect or
separate communities. Transportation features are in Census Data (highways,
freeways, etc.). The System should also build in other federal survey and
mapping resources for landforms and geographic features (eg mountains,
valleys)




6. City, Town and County Boundaries

Respect for jurisdictional boundaries would also encompass the legislative
divisions of these political subdivisions (such as supervisorial districts, city/town
districts and wards). These administrative and political boundary lines are
contained on the census data.

7. Party Registration and Voting

Partisan demographics and data are legitimate criteria so long as there is
no intent to minimize political party power or shut out one party from the political
process. The state independent redistricting commission is prohibited from
considering party registration and voting, but their work applies only to the
legislative and congressional lines.

8. Incumbent Residency.

Respecting or protecting the residence of an incumbent is a legitimate
redistricting goal. The purpose is to respect or protect incumbent residences, so
that current officeholders will not be displaced with the new lines or cause
contests between incumbents.

9. Protecting the Cores of Existing Districts.

This is a legitimate redistricting goal which keeps some built in continuity.
This will come in handy when "proving up” or testing the redistricting results
because the “change” to be judged by the Department of Justice will be the
extent of change from the existing district to the new district. The cores of
existing districts are not protected in Arizona’s redistricting commission plan
because its mandate is to start with a “clean slate” and grid-like system.

10. Undivided Census Tracts

This is a specific “goal” of Arizona's redistricting guidelines for the state
independent redistricting commission — to avoid dividing census tracts if at all
practicable. This guideline does not apply to redistricting of any other county, city
or governmental organization in Arizona unless the county adopts it as a
guideline. Currently there are census tracts that are divided by legislative district
lines.

11. Competitiveness Should be Favored.

This is a specific “goal” of Arizona’s independent redistricting guidelines
for the state independent redistricting commission. It does not apply to
redistricting of any other county, city or governmental organization in Arizona
unless the county incorporates it as a criteria. Competitiveness is really a “test”
of the outcomes of mapping and districting results — similar to those listed below
that the courts and DOJ will use.




12. Others

There are other redistricting criteria recognized by the courts as race
neutral and traditional guidelines.

0 Systems and Processes for Redistricting must also Meet
Constitutional Standards by Which the Plans Will be Evaluated (DOJ,
Courts) (28 CFR 51.59)

These are the Tests which the Plans must Pass, once the districts are mapped in
accordance with the goals above:

The extent to which:

1. Population is malapportioned, denying or abridging minority rights
to vote
2. Minority voting strength is reduced - guidelines

Rules of Thumb for Retrogression

3. Minority voting strength is submerged into larger electoral units
(stacking)

4, Minority concentrations are fragmented among districts (cracking)
5. Minorities are overconcentrated in one or more districts (packing)
6. Alternative plans satisfied legitimate redistricting guidelines

7. Plans depart from objective redistricting criteria - or ignores

compactness, contiguity, inexplicable configurations, natural or artificial
boundaries

8. Plans inconsistent with the county’s own internal redistricting
guidelines.

**Note: See also “The Realists’ Guide to Redistricting: Avoiding the Legal
Pitfalls”, American Bar Association, 750 North Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, IlI
60611
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MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDER'S OFFICE
MARICOPA CQUNTY ELECTIONS DEPARTMENT

111 SOUTH THIRD AVENUE ~ PHOENIX, AZ. 85003-2294 602/506-1511  Www.recorder.maricopa.gov
STATE OF ARIZONA )
)ss

COUNTY OF MARICOPA )

AFFIDAVIT OF KAREN OSBORNE

The undersigned, having been first duly sworn and cautioned, and competent
to testify to the matters stated herein, does upon her oath, state the following of her
personal knowledge:

1.

I am the Director of Elections for Maricopa County. [n that capacity, |
am responsible for numerous duties of the Maricopa County Recorder
and Maricopa County Board of Supervisors related to conduct of the
2002 primary and general elections, including all aspects of
administering these elections for more than a million voters in Maricopa
County, and in particular, implementing voting precinct and electoral
district boundary changes and conducting candidate filing and ballot
printing. | have knowledge relevant to the matters described herein.

Maricopa County’s 1.2 million voters constifute 56% of Arizona’s active
registered voters. In addition, more than half of the state’s 2000 voting
precincts are in Maricopa County.

Given our current financial, physical and legal resources, Maricopa
County, like all of Arizona’s fifteen counties, faces an administrative and
legal impossibility for proper conduct of the 2002 elections if the
uncertainty of State Legislative and Congressional District boundaries
continues beyond mid-May 2002.

Significant, mandatory election events which are dependent on
electoral district definitions are jeopardized, and will not be
accomplished, if the present paralysis continues into May, 2002. For
the reasons further stated below, the result can be not only a financial
fiasco for our County which is already strapped for revenues, but
presents a high probability of noncompliance with important state and

1



federal laws governing elections and voting, and disenfranchisement of
voters who wish to cast ballots beginning on August 8, 2002.

The impossibility is due in large part because of Arizona’s complex
precinct-based voting and election requirements. Not only are the
County's 1,030 voting precincts the building blocks for all electoral
districts and state, federal and local elections conducted by the County,
the state laws are rigid with regard to voting and tabulation which must
occur by precinct. Arizona law mandates, for example, that voters must
vote only in the precincts of their residence; their ballots may only be
counted as valid -- and the final tabulation and canvasses for all state,
federal and local races and questions must tally -- only those votes
which are cast by voters from their proper voting precinct “homes.”

Election voting precinct boundaries for the County's 1,030 precincts
were adopted by the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors on
December 5, 2001, as they were in most of Arizona'’s fifteen counties,
after considerable staff work, demographic, community and geographic
analysis, and a series of public hearings, and following release of the
2000 census data and subsequent adoption of the state's Legislative
and Congressional District lines by the Arizona Independent
Redistricting Commission. The County’s voting precinct boundary lines
were precleared by the U. S. Department of Justice in March, 2002.

State law mandates that the County’s voting precinct boundaries align
with and match the state’s Legislative and Congressional district
boundary lines because of the state’s precinct-based election and
voting system (A.R.S. 16-411(A)). In fact, more than three hundred of
the 2002 precinct changes adopted by Maricopa County were
necessitated by the state redistricting program.

Arizona law also requires counties to transfer all voters to their new
precincts in March 2002 (A.R.S. 16-412), and then to notify each voter
and issue new voter identification cards for use in the 2002 elections.
This step is crucial to the 2002 primary and general election cycle
because candidates, petition signers’ eligibility and petition signature
requirements are all based on implementation of this “reprecincting” of
voters into their new precinct homes by the County prior to candidate
filings which begin on May 13, 2002.

For all the legal reasons stated above, any changes to the Legislative
or Congressional boundary lines adopted by the Independent
Redistricting Commission will require that the County hastily redraw,
and its Board of Supervisors adopt, new voting precinct boundary lines.
This process, even without public input or hearings which are normally

2



10.

11.

requisite to achieve county and federal voting rights objectives, will
require a minimum of three weeks after any court-ordered change
becomes final. Once the County enacts precinct changes, the County
cannot proceed internally or externally to carry out its election functions
in reliance on those changes until they are precleared, typically a sixty
day process after all the information necessary for a redistricting
submission is compiled and filed with the U. S. Department of Justice.

In addition to unexpected internal reprogramming and reprecincting
costs for 1.2 million voters, creation of additional voting precincts in this
process, or any splits to the existing 1030 County voting precincts due
to geographic gaps in electoral district lines, will cost the County a
minimum of $ 8,491 for each additional precinct it must place in
operation for the 2002 elections. A recent analysis of the costs for
creating 68 new precincts which would be necessary if the County were
to conduct the 2002 elections on the old state legislative district lines
shows that the resulting expenses exceed the County’s 2002-2003
budget by $577,388 — a half million dollars the County does not have.

Perhaps more important, the County, like all of Arizona's fifteen
counties, is constrained by contracts bid months ago for ballot printing,
voting equipment, baliots and supplies. The County’s ballot printing
contract requires that printing commence in June for the one and a half
million ballots which are required to be available beginning August 8 for
the September 10 primary. For the legal reasons stated above, each
voting precinct requires its own ballot style — again necessitating finality
of precinct boundary lines. In addition, the County's current inventory of
Eagle Optical Scan voting machines is entirely encumbered for its
existing 1,030 precincts. Creation of new voting precincts mandates our
acquisition of new voting equipment. County procurement officers
report that the manufacturer does not have Optical Scan Eagles in
stock (one of the national outcomes of moving away from punch card to
optical scan voting), and there is a minimum 60 day period for
manufacturing alone. Beyond the middle of May, there is insufficient
time in the intervening days to bid, order, receive, inspect or test new
equipment in time for the mandatory logic and accuracy tests for the
September election. Finally, the County cannot delay and breach its
contractual printing obligations because of uncertain or provisional
precinct lines.



FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

DATED this 1st day of May, 2002.

Karen Osborne

SWORN TO BEFORE me this 1st day of May, 2002.

Notary Public

My commission expires:
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MAR!COPA COUNTY RECORDER’S OFFICE
MARICOPA COUNTY ELECTIONS DEPARTMENT

141 SOUTHTHIRD AVENUE  PHOENIX, AZ, 85003-2294 602/506-1511  Www.recorder.maricopa.gov
STATE OF ARIZONA )
)ss

COUNTY OF MARICOPA )

EXHIBIT ONE

AFFIDAVIT OF KAREN OSBORNE REGARDING THE FACTUAL BASIS FOR

EMERGENCY INTERIM RELIEF FOR ARIZONA COUNTIES FOR

ADMINISTERING THE 2002 ELECTIONS

The undersigned, having been first duly sworn and cautioned, and competent
to testify to the matters stated herein, does upon her oath, state the following of her
personal knowledge, information and belief:

1.

| am the Director of Elections for Maricopa County. In that capacity, |
am responsible for numerous duties of the Maricopa County Recorder
and Maricopa County Board of Supervisors related to conduct of the
2002 primary and general elections, including all aspects of
administering these elections for more than a million voters in Maricopa
County, and in particular, implementing voting precinct and electoral
district boundary changes, conducting candidate filing, ballot printing
early voting and related duties.

| am also knowledgeable about election administration duties and
voting systems in Arizona's other counties, having served as Secretary
of State for the State of Arizona in 1987, and as Assistant Secretary of
State for fourteen years, with statewide responsibilities for election
administration. Since 1987 | have provided training and technical
assistance for certified election officers from all of Arizona’s counties
through the State Election Officer Certification Program and have
served on the Secretary of State Election Officer Education, Training
and Certification Advisory Committee.

During the past two weeks | have compiled specific information from
Maricopa County and fourteen other counties in Arizona regarding relief
necessary in order to conduct 2002 elections.

Emergency relief for Arizona counties to conduct the 2002 elections is
necessary due to the absence of state Legislative district boundaries.



That uncertainty continues even today, until a final decision regarding
use of state Legislative district boundaries for the 2002 elections is
rendered by the U. S. District Court, District of Arizona, or preclearance
is obtained from the Department of Justice.

5. There are more than 2,000 voting precincts in Arizona, 1,030 of which
are in Maricopa County. There are more than 20,000 county and
precinct level offices in Arizona, more than half of which are in
Maricopa. County voting precincts are the building blocks for all
electoral districts and state, federal and local elections conducted by
the County. State law mandates that the County's voting precinct
boundaries align with and maich the state’s Legislative and
Congressional district boundary lines. The voting precinct, Legislative
and Congressional District lines must also align with the county’'s own
justice court, board of supervisor and community college electoral
district lines (A.R.S. 16-411(A), A.R.S. 15-1441).

6. County electoral districts, voting registration systems, ballot printing,
election boardworkers, polling places, counting and tabulation systems
are all dependent on “precinct-bound” electoral district boundaries.
State laws are rigid with regard to registering voters by precinct, voting
and tabulation which must occur by precinct. For example, voters must
vote only in the precincts of their residence; their baliots may only be
counted as valid -- and the final tabulation and canvasses for all state,
federal and local races and questions must tally -- only those votes
which are cast by voters from their proper voting precinct “homes.”

7. County Recorders and County Boards of Supervisors in Arizona have
been unable to proceed with various election duties for the 2002
elections because of the State’s complex precinct-based voting and
election requirements. These duties include, and are not limited to:

a) finalizing our own county election district boundaries: voting
precincts, justice court precincts, board of supervisors and community
college precincts. (A.R.S. 16-411, AR.S. 22-101, 22-125, 11-212, 15-
1441)

1 Voting Precinets: A.R.S. 16-411: the Board of Supervisors of each county shall ... establish a convenient
numbet of election precincts in the county and define the boundary thereof. Such election precinet boundaries shall
be so established as included within election districts prescribed by law for elected officers of the state and its
political subdivisions including community college district precincts.

Justice Court Precincts: A R.S. 22-101. The board of supervisors shall divide the county into justice precincts
and name or number them and may change or abolish any justice precinct ... AR.S.22-125: If ... judicial
productivity credits exceed 1,200 credits, the county board of supervisors shall create sufficient courts, or redraw the
justice court boundaries according to 22-101...

Supervisorial Districts: A R.S. 11-212 The board of supervisors shall ... divide the county into ... supervisorial
districts .. and define the boundaries and limits of each district and make such division equal or as nearly equal in
population as is practicable ...



b)  reprecincting voters into new/revised precincts based on final
state, county and federal district lines (A.R.S. 16-412) calculating
signature requirements and creating precincts affecting county and
precinct-level offices (A.R.S. 16-322)

c) securing polling places for each precinct, adoption by the board
of supervisors and preparing the final polling place list by June 22
(A.R.S. 16-411). Locating and contracting for accessible and
convenient polling places with willing private and public property owners
are difficult tasks for any election, more so when electoral district
boundaries are unknown, as today, and not precleared.

d) establishing databases and layout for precinct-driven ballots
which must contain the appropriate federal, state, county and precinct
officers, and ballot measures, to be voted on in each of Arizona’s
2,000+ voting precincts; and generate and print ballots (A.R.S. 16-461,
16-503) in time for early voting (A.R.S. 16-542, 16-545) and for
overseas voters 16-543 et seq). The early ballots must be identical to
the regular, official ballots for use in the primary and general elections
(A.R.S. 16-545) In Maricopa County, the delays caused by uncertain
state Legislative lines, coupled with the need to create new voting
precinct(s) to match final revised Legislative lines, have caused a
domino effect and concomitant delays in overlaying and hand-inputting
new/revised geographic lines onto the County's voter registration
automated system, and then converting those results into the ballot
database management system. The result that ballots will not be ready
to mail until more than a week after early voting begins on August 8.
e) accepting nomination petitions for county and precinct level
offices, and determine eligibility of candidates and those who have
signed their petitions, for precincts and county election districts which
have not been precleared. The deadline for filing those petitions is
June 12, 2002 (A.R.S. 16-311) There are more than 20,000 county and
precinct offices statewide.

8. In 2001 and 2002, all Arizona counties reviewed their own election
districts and redistricted as necessary to meet federal and state criteria
for voting precincts, justice court precincts, supervisorial and community
college districts following release of the 2000 census data, 2001 judicial
productivity data from the Arizona Supreme Court, and adoption of the
state’'s Legislative District and Congressional District lines by the
Arizona Independent Redistricting Commission. The county
redistricting programs were accompanied by considerable staff work,
demographic, community and geographic analysis, and public hearings.

Community College Districts: A.R.S. 15-1441 The board of supervisors shall establish ... community college
districts [which] ... shall have the same boundaries ag are defined the election precincts under 16-411.



10.

11.

Because of the absence of precleared state Legislative Districts,
Arizona’s fifteen counties are in various stages of adopting and
preclearing their own voting precinct, justice court precinct,
supervisorial and community college district lines. Some, like Maricopa,
whose new voting precinct, justice court, supervisorial and community
college lines were precleared in March, 2002, will also need to hastily
redraw and create new precinct(s) based on the state Legislative
District maps adopted by the Arizona Independent Redistricting
Commission on May 23, 2002 (stipulated to by the parties in the
pending Federal District Court litigation CIV 02 799), and submit them
for preclearance before they can be effective, unless the federal court
authorizes provisional use for the 2002 elections.

The following lists county redistricting programs and status of
preciearance by the U. S. Department of Justice. Many of these county
plans were not submitted until Congressional lines were precleared
(March, 2002), and some must now be resubmitted due to changes
necessitated by the final Legislative District lines which may be adopted
by the federal court or precleared by the U. S. Department of Justice:

a) Cochise DOJ Submission 2002-0388 Supervisorial, Justice
Court, Voting Precincts

b) Coconino DOJ Submissions 2002-1030 (Supervisorial), 2002-
2277 (Justice Court/Voting Precincts)

c) Graham DOJ 2002-1309 Supervisorial, Justice and Voting
Precincts

d) Greenlee DOJ 2002-0690 (Supervisorial, Voting) and 2002-2348
(Justice Precincts)

e) LaPaz DQJ 2002-0186 (Supervisorial, Voting Precincts)

f) Maricopa DQOJ 2002-0163 (Supervisorial, Community College,
Justice and Voting Precincts)

g) Mohave DOJ 2002-0219 (Justice), DOJ 2002-0977 (Polling
Piaces), DOJ 2002-0560 (Supervisorial, Voting Precincts)

h)  Navajo DOJ 2002-2170 (Supervisorial, Voting Precincts)

i) Pima DOJ 2001-4102 (Redistricting Plan), DOJ 2001-4092
{Community Colleges)

i) Pinal DOJ 2002-1984 {Voting Precincts)

k) Santa Cruz DOJ 2002-2172 (Supervisorial, Voting Precincts),
2002-2173 (Community Colleges)

) Yavapai DOJ 2002-0743 (Supervisorial, Justice and Voting
Precincts)

m)  Yuma DOJ 2002-1058 (Supervisorial, Voting Precincts)

Arizona counties cannot proceed internally or externally to carry out
their 2002 election functions, as listed in paragraph 7 above, in reliance



on their adopted electoral and precinct changes until the county and
precinct election districts are precleared, typically a sixty day process
after all the information necessary for a redistricting submission is
compiled and filed with the U. S. Department of Justice, unless the
Federal Court authorizes emergency interim use for the 2002 elections.

12. For all these reasons, the compressed nature of Arizona’s election
schedule, the mechanics and complexities of its election laws, the
proximity of the forthcoming election, and to avoid delays which will
disenfranchise or confuse voters, Arizona's counties must have
emergency interim relief which, on an interim basis for the 2002
elections:

a. Authorizes emergency interim use of polling places and changes to
county election districts which have not yet precleared,;

b. Authorizes counties to accept certain petitions for county offices as set
forth in the proposed Order presented by Maricopa County;

C. Extends certain statutory deadlines and procedures for when ballots
must be ready and processed for early voting and satellite early voting,
reprecincting voters, adoption and listing of polling places for the 2002
elections, and authorizes overseas voting via electronic transmission as
authorized by the Uniformed and Overseas Citizen Absentee Voting
Act, federal regulations, and the Department of Defense 2002-03
Voting Assistance Guide.

DATED this 28th day of May, 2002.

Karen Osborne
SWORN TO BEFORE me this 28th day of May, 2002,

Notary Public
My commission expires:
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Present: Jeffrey Abts William McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett
James Derouin Roberta Pilcher
Suzanne Klapp Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Donald Scott
George Knowlton Lida Stewart
Wendy Lyons James Wellington

Councilmembers

Present: Mayor Mary Manross

Councilwoman Cynthia Lukas

Also Present:
Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski
Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger

WELCOME/QOATH/INTRODUCTIONS

Mayor Mary Manross and Councilwoman Cynthia Lukas welcomed the members of the Council
District Advisory Task Force and thanked them for their service.

Deputy City Attorney and Staff Representative to the District Advisory Task Force Donna Bronski
welcomed the group and reviewed the evening’s agenda, Each member of the staff support team
and the District Advisory Task Force introduced themselves and spoke briefly about their
qualifications.

QOPEN MEETING LAW

Donna Bronski provided a general overview of the Open Meeting Law. The membership was
encouraged to read the information pamphlet included in the notebook if they were interested in
obtaining more detailed information.

COMMITTEE PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW OF MATERIALS

Donna Bronski reviewed the purpose of the committee, restating Council direction:

The Council has directed the Task Force to conduct a balanced and informed investigation of
the council district structure of government. The investigation shall inciude: exploring
varions forms of the council district structure of government; examining other cities’
experiences with the district system; gaining public input; determining possible impacts to
Scottsdale; coliecting relevant research; and considering the timing of a council district ballot
measure.
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Questions were raised regarding the timing for placing a Council districting question on the ballot
and how a district system is put into effect. Staff was asked to include election calendars; a history
of other Arizona cities, particularly Tucson, Pheenix, and Mesa; and a history of cities of similar
population (180,000 to 240,000).

The Task Force directed that, when possible, staff should submit materials in a chartorin a
summarized format.

ELECTIQN OF CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR

Several members encouraged the group to elect a chairperson who had the ability and time to do the
job, would attend the meetings, and would ensure that the objectives were met.

Donna Bronski opened the floor for nominations for Chair of the Council District Advisory Task
Force.

Suzanne Klapp nominated Susan Bitter Smith. Receiving no further nominations, Donna Bronski
closed the nominations and called for a vote.

Susan Bitter Smith was unanimously elected Task Force Chair.
The chair opened the floor for nominations for vice-chair. Roberta Pilcher nominated James
Derouin. The chair called for a motion to close the nominations and elect James Derouin vice chair.

James Wellington so moved, which was seconded by Roberta Pilcher.

James Derouin was unanimously elected Task Force Vice-Chair.

FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE

The Task Force members indicated that, initially, weekly meetings, beginning at 6:00 p.m., might
be in order. If no Council meeting is scheduled, the meetings will be held on Tuesday. On weeks
when the Council is meeting on Tuesday, the meeting will be on Wednesday. Based on this
schedule, the next meeting of the Task Force will be at 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, February 11. A
proposed schedule will be presented to the group at the next meeting so that the group can make a
final decision on future meeting dates. The chair also directed staff to look at the availability of a
meeting room at or near City Hall.

DRAFT AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING

In setting the agenda for the next meeting, the Task Force requested the following:

1 A chart of Arizona cities with a district form of government and their distinguishing
characteristics.
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2. Maps showing what a 2, 3, and 6-district plan might look like.

3. Maps of Scottsdale showing demographics, future build-out projections, and Scottsdale
voting precincts.

4. - Voter information by precincts (districts) for the past few years: number of registered
voters, number of votes cast, total population, and percentage of voters that voted.

5. Information on additional administrative costs of district elections and increased costs of
council districts.

6. Invite Rick Naimark to address the task force at the first available opportunity.

7. Schedule a discussion of process issues on a future agenda, including how districts are
formed.

8. Invite someone from Tucson to speak at a future meeting. -

9. Schedule a discussion on the history of Scottsdale’s districting discussions.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member James Wellington moved to adjourn. Task Force member Roberta Pilcher
seconded the motion. Meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m.

CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Council District Advisory Task Force held on the 4th day of February 2003.
[ further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

<L
DATED this 19 day of February 2003.

A\
‘CAROL}CMER

Deputy City Clerk
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Present: Jeffrey Abts William McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett
James Derouin Roberta Pilcher
Suzanne Klapp Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Donaid Scott
George Knowlton Lida Stewart
Wendy Lyons James Wellington

Also Present:
Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski
Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith catled the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m. o
SPEAKERS

Mesa City Clerk Barbara Jones gave the group a brief history of districting in the City of Mesa. In
1992, a citizen’s group was successful in placing a full district system initiative on the ballot. The
Mesa City Council decided to place an additional option on the ballot that would offer a second
form of districting to the Mesa voters. Both initiatives failed; however, the full district system
failed by a much smaller margin than the initiative proposed by the Council.

T 1997, a citizen’s group was again successful in placing a full district system on the March 1997
primary election ballot. This time the Council did not choose to bring a Council initiative forward,
and the citizen’s initiative was successful.

Ms. Jones told the group that after the voters approved a district system for Mesa, they soon
discovered that there was a lot of work to be done.

Ms. Jones stated that Mesa City officials were surprised by the small number of candidates that ran
for district seats and that the number was much less than expected. When asked if she received
candidates from areas where there had been few or no candidates before, she responded yes.

Ms. Jones also reported that voter turnout did not increase as expected. For example, in 1996,
before districting, voter turnout was 20%. In 1998, voter turnout was also 20%. In 2000, voter
turnout rose to 32%; however, because of the large number of ballot questions that year, Ms. Jones
did not believe that the 12% increase could be entirely attributed to districting. In 2002, the City of
Mesa realized a 22% voter turnout.
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In response to a question about what drove citizens to develop a districting initiative, Ms. Jones
stated that it was an activist group that did not feel they were being represented on the Council. She
also told the group that to be elected under Mesa’s districting system you must be a Mesa resident
for two years.

Ms. Jones gave a brief overview of the costs of running a district election. She stated that there
were several areas that caused the cost of district elections to increase:

1. Multiple versions of the ballot had to be printed.

[

Candidate packet information had to be more customized than the generic versions Mesa
had used in the past.

3. Publicity pamphlets contain sample ballots, which caused the size and cost of printing the
pamphlet to increase.

4. Any maps that were included in election material had to be by district, which meant more .-
maps had to be produced and printed.

5. Early voting reports had to be prepared by district, rather than for the city as a whole.
Qverall, Ms. Jones estimated that election costs increased by 10 to 15 percent.

Ms. Jones introduced Mr. Eric Norenberg, also from the City of Mesa, to discuss Mesa’s
redistricting process.

According to the initiative passed by the voters, the City of Mesa is required to redistrict after every
census (every ten years). For this reason, Mesa had to go through the redistricting process within a
few years of implementing a districting system. Mr. Norenberg explained to the group the criteria
given to the consultant that was hired by the City of Mesa after the 2000 Census to conduct the
redistricting process: keep seated councilmembers within the districts that elected them, and stay as
close as possible to the original district boundaries.

Mesa spent approximately $165,000 to redistrict, which includes $20,000 for legal services. The
remainder of the money was spent on the consultant, National Demographics Corporation, and the
cost for public involvement, such as advertising and public information pieces.

Some of the goals of the redistricting process were to provide for a balanced population in each
district, while allowing for increasing population in districts where growth was anticipated; to keep
districts compact and contiguous; and to have the lines follow natural and manmade boundaries.
The City of Mesa also felt its was very important to involve citizens and to keep neighborhoods
together.
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To be successful, Mr. Norenberg stated that the redistricting process needs lots of public outreach.
To do this, the City of Mesa distributed Citizen Involvement Kits which included pnnted
information, a map, and a Mylar grid that a citizen could use to draw his or her own boundaries and
submit it to the consultant for consideration. The committee received only 15 completed kits back.
The consultant reviewed each of them, analyzed the data, and then provided a written response to
the citizen who submitted it within two business days. This information was also provided to the
US Justice Department as part of the city’s preclearance submittal.

Mr. Norenberg told the Task Force that the Mayor, Council, and City of Mesa expended a great deal
of effort to get candidates to run within the districts, but were disappointed with the low number of
candidates that did run. He noted that all of the candidates that ran in the last election were new to
the process.

In looking at the political side of districting, Mr. Norenberg said that Councilmembers needed to
think smaller. Councilmembers in districts become much more knowledgeable about their district,
and cited crime statistics and traffic issues as examples. Mr. Norenberg stated that citizens like
having only one person to call when they have a problem or concern. In addition, the media can
foeus on the district Councitmember, rather than on the entire Council, when an issue arises within
a given district.

Councilmembers found they were much busier under a district system. Phone calls, visitors, and e-
mails all increased, and there were more meetings to attend. Councilmembers also tend to do more
outreach within their districts, and may distribute newsletters or conduct pancake breakfasts to
reach out to constituents.

In response to a question, Mr. Norenberg affirmed that appointments to boards and commissions
has and is continuing to change. Itis a goal of the Mayor to balance the composition of all the
commissions to include members from each district, and a concerted effort is being made to get
candidates from all districts.

A member of the group asked if coalitions and political action committees had more influence under
an at-large system and less influence under a district system. Mr. Norenberg stated that Mesa found
the opposite to be the case: in Mesa, coalitions and political action committees believe they have
more influence under a district system.

Mr. Norenberg stated that it is too early in the process for Mesa to have experienced most of the
pitfalls that have been atiributed to district systems, citing infighting over resources as an example
of something Mesa has yet to encounter. Mr. Norenberg acknowledged that Mesa did hire more
staff as the result of districting. The first assistant to the Mesa City Council was hired in the
summer of 1997. In 1999, a secretary was added to the Council’s staff. Currently, the Council
shares three assistants. Mr. Norenberg said that it was understood that each Councilmember would
eventually need his or her own staff person once the transition to districting was complete.
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When asked why more staff is required, Mr. Norenberg stated that the assistants and secretary spend
a great deal of their time dealing with constituents and constituent issues. After districting, the
Council began receiving a much higher volume of phone calls, e-mails, and visitors. The
Councilmembers also do outreach programs that generate more traffic and direct contact from
constituents.

When the districting system was implemented, the Council requested district-related funding in the
budget to cover the costs of newsletters, travel, breakfasts, and other outreach efforts. To insure
that the funds were spent appropriately, guidelines were developed. Initially, each Councilmember
was allocated $20,000; however, due to budget cuts, this funding has been reduced to $10,000. In
addition, each Councilmember receives a fax machine and a laptop.

Staff reports to Council have been modified to identity whether or not the issue under consideration
is a district or citywide concern. However, to prevent problems, operational boundaries are not tied
into district boundaries. For example, recycling pickup routes did not change. Mr. Norenberg
stated that it has taken some time, but staff has learned to think about what a Councilmember needs
to know to be more effective in his or her district. As a result, the type and format of the
information that staff provides has changed. This has caused the time that staff spends researching
and gathering information to increase. The content of the agenda has not changed, but the
individual items contain much more detailed information than before districting.

Mr. Norenberg said that there has not been any attempt to recall any of the Councilmembers elected
under the district system, but Mesa Councilmembers are more vulnerable to a recall effort because
of the lower number of signatures that are required.

MINUTES
Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the February 4, 2003 meeting of the District Advisory Task Force. Wendy Riddell so moved,

which was seconded by Roberta Pilcher.

REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF MATERIALS

The Chair called on staff representative Donna Bronski to review the material contained in the
evening’s packet of handouts. Ms. Bronski went through the list of ten handouts and gave a brief
explanation of each one,

Mr. James Derouin, who had prepared handouts #5 and #8, provided an aoverview of each, as well as
two other handouts that were not in the packet prepared by staff but were given out during the
meeting.
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Ms. Barbara Klein presented the Chair with a handout that she asked to have copied and distributed
to the Task Force at the next meeting, Ms. Klein will review the handout at the next meeting in
conjunction with a PowerPoint presentation that she put together.

FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE

The Chair suggested that the Task Force discuss the remaining three items: (1) Discussion and
setting of future meeting schedule; (2) Discussion and possible adoption of District Task Force
work plan; and (3) Discussion and possible setting of public hearing dates, as one item.

After reviewing and discussing the proposed draft calendar, a new calendar was drafted. City staff
was directed to finalize the new schedule and send it out to the Task Force members immediately
(attached).

In response to a request from the chair for names of future speakers, Barbara Klein asked if there
was interest in inviting someone from the Center for Voting and Democracy to address the group.
The Chair asked Ms. Klein to bring some information about the Center to the next meeting so that
the group could determine if there was interest in having someone speak.

The chair asked if the Task Force members wanted staff to prepare any materials for the next
meeting. A request was made to have staff prepare a map indicating where members of the
Planning Commission reside.

It was asked if a Task Force member could attend meetings via teleconferencing if he or she had to
be out of town on a scheduled meeting date. After determining that teleconferencing was
feasible, the chair asked for a motion to allow for teleconferencing with sufficient notice to
allow staff to make the necessary arrangements. James Derouin so moved, which was
seconded by Roberta Pilcher. The motion passed unanimously.

A member asked if the Charter Review Committee would have to review any recommendation
made by the Task Force before it could be presented to the Council. Donna Bronski explained there
is no active City Charter Review Committee at this time.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member George Knowlton moved to adjourn. Task Force member Roberta Pilcher
seconded the motion. Meeting was adjourned at 8:36 p.m. The next meeting of the District
Advisory Task Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 2003 in the Human Resources
Pinnacle Room.
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CERTIFICATE

I hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Council District Advisory Task Force held on the 11th day of February 2003.
| further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

g B
DATED this 3.5  day of February 2003.

SR
\ CAROLYN MGGER
Deputy City Clerk
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Present: Jeffrey Abts William McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett (via conference call)
James Derouin Roberta Pilcher
Suzanne Klapp Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Donald Scott
George Knowlton Lida Stewart
Wendy Lyons James Wellington

Also Present:
Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski
Govemment Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m.
SPEAKERS

Speaker Rick Naimark, Executive Assistant to the Phoenix City Manager discussed his city‘s
experience with a district form of government. Points of discussion included:

s Nothing is simple, arguments can be made both for and against districts.

e 60.9% of US Cities have at large systems, 16.8% have district only systems, and 22.3% have a
mixed (some elected at large, some by district) system.

« Districting usually occurs one of two ways, either by choice or by initiative.
¢ Some of the arguments in support of districting include: improves responsiveness from

government, allows for one person as a point of contact, representation for communities of
interest, and diversity of representation.

¢ Some of the arguments or concerns raised regarding districting include: logrolling, vote trading,

loss of efficiencies, narrower focus on district issues and less focus on citywide concerns.

e Care should be taken when making comparisons to cities with circumstances that are different
from Scottsdale. Examples cited included cities that grant their Mayors different powers of
authority, cities with different or no term limits, and cities, such as Tucson that hold partisan
elections.
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e Asawhole, Phoenix Councilmembers have not adopted an ail or nothing focus. However,
some change or narrowing in focus to local issues has occurred.

» More diversity on the input side of policy-making has occurred—definitely receiving more
input directly from residents.

o Council has had to work as a team and interact more with each other to sort through the
information they receive.

¢ Service delivery lines were not changed when Phoenix implemented districting. However,
interest in service related issues focused more on local issues, and Council interest in service
delivery issues increased.

o People tend to call their Councilmember about service delivery issues rather than staff.

s Communication regarding constituent service issues increased, while communication regarding
policy-making issues decreased.

¢ The level of communication has risen substantially, and there is more resident input to the.
organization through the Council under the district system.

¢ Councilmembers are spending more time at neighborhood meetings-—from once per week
before districting to four per night after.

¢ Phoenix does have staff that work with their elected officials. Prior to districting, in 1982-83,
24 staff members served the Council, which quickly rose to 38 staff members after districting.
Today, there are 66 city staff members directly assigned to the Council. Mr. Naimark reminded
the group that during a 10-year period, Phoenix experienced a 34% increase in population, so it
is difficult to say how much of the staff increase is directly related to districting.

« The Phoenix City Council’s budget is $5.2 million. Mr. Naimark did not have itemized budget
figures, but offered to forward this information to the Task Force.

o Mr. Naimark expressed his opinion that it is important to establish a network of liaisons to assist
the Council and facilitate communication on a daily basis.

e Mr. Naimark stated that he believes Phoenix to be a well-managed city with good processes in
place.

s The Mayor and Council try to balance appointments to boards and commissions so that there is
equal representation from each district.
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o More interaction between staff and elected officials has occurred, especially regarding customer
service 1ssues.

e The City of Phoenix spends approximately $250,000 for redistricting. Much of this money is
spent on public outreach.

o The cost of elections did increase, primarily due to the different number of ballots that have to
be printed.

Speaker Martin Vanacour, former City Manager of Glendale discussed Glendale’s experience with
districting. Points of discussion included:

» Glendale’s population was 120,000 when districting was implemented; currently, the population
is 250,000.

e Isthere a best system? The answer is no. The best system for a city depends on current
circumstances, the city’s goals, and what the Council and citizens want to accomplish.

o Tn 1988, Glendale voters approved a six-district system. In 1990, half the Council was elected
by district. In 1992, Glendale had a full district Council and the Mayor was elected at large.

¢ One of the big surprises Glendale citizens experienced with districting was when they realized
they could only vote for two people: the Mayor and their district Councilmember.

o Glendale hired a consultant to assist with the districting process because of the complexity of
the issue and the tremendous amount of public outreach and communication that had to occur.
Mr. Vanacour noted that there are very few companies in the country that are qualified to do this
type of specialized work.

o The US Justice Department has a big role in the process and can slow the process down if the
City is not doing things the right way.

o+ The conversion to districting took a major portion of the incumbent Council’s time.

«  Once districting was approved, Glendale made a major commitment to train staff. One of the
most important aspects of this was learning to think small. In addition, modifications to
computer software had to made so that statistics and reports could be generated by district rather
than citywide.

+ Council spends a tremendous amount of time communicating and assisting citizens. Individual
concerns are well taken care of, but the downside to this is that you can only help one person for
so long.
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e Councilmembers tend to be more powerful within their own districts. Mayor is more powerful
citywide.

e Glendale experienced an increase in candidates for the first district election, but experienced the
same number of candidates for subsequent elections.

e When districting was approved, Glendale immediately built an office for each Councilmember
at city hall and hired seven new employees. On several occasions, Council has asked for a one
to one ratio for staff assistance, but that has yet to be approved.

e Councilmembers tend to be “mini Mayors” in their own districts, but are still interested in the
big, citywide issues.

o Cities must redistrict every five to ten years—highly recommends using paid consultant to
insure it is done correctly. '

o Inaddition to a budget for travel expenses and operating expenses, Councilmembers each have 2
$20,000 “public works” budget that can be used for doing projects within their respective
districts.

o Ttis easier to recall an elected district official because of the relatively small number of
signatures that are needed.

e When pressed to identify the most significant change with districting, Mr. Vanacour responded,
“thinking small.” He has not observed the Council playing district games.

e Glendale spent between $100,000 to $150,000 on the conversion to a district system, but felt it
was important to do it right. It is just a process. You hire lawyers and consultants and proceed.

MINUTES
Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the February 11, 2003 meeting of the District Advisory Task Force. George Knowiton so

moved, which was seconded by Roberta Pilcher.

REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF MATERIALS

Dr. Barbara Klein gave an overview of her handout, Abbreviated and Abridged Report prepared by
Dr. Barbara Klein for local use_based on “Major Election Systems and their Relevance to the State
of Arizona” that was included in the packet. Dr. Klein also gave a brief explanation of a memo to
the Council District Advisory Task Force that she handed out at the meeting (copy attached).
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Dr. Klein asked the group if there was interest in having a speaker from the Center for Voter
Democracy. There was no interest at this time.

Mr. James Derouin gave a brief explanation of his handout, Updated Form of Government Chart,
noting for the record, the following statistics: 47 cities listed on the chart have a population
between 180,000 to 280,000. 27 (47%) of these cities have a full Council district system, 8 (18%)
have an at large system, and 12 (25%) have a mixed system. Of the 47 cities, Scottsdale is the sixth
largest in geographic area, but the seventh least dense in population.

AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING/FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE

The Chair reviewed the agendas for the regular meeting of March 4 and the public hearing on
March 5.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member Roberta Pilcher moved to adjourn. Task Force member George Knowlton
seconded the motion. Meeting was adjourned at 8:36 p.m. The next meeting of the District
Advisory Task Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, March 4, 2003 in the Human Resources Pinnacle
Room.

CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Council District Advisory Task Force held on the 25th day of February 2003.
| further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 5th day of March 2003.

Ol A
OAROLYN JASGER

Deputy City Clerk
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MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE
Tuesday, March 4, 2003

Present: Jeffrey Abts Michael Pickett
Susan Bitter Smith Roberta Pilcher
James Derouin Wendy Riddell
Suzanne Klapp Donald Scott
Barbara Klein Lida Stewart
George Knowlton James Wellington
William McCluskey

Also Present:

Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski

Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger

Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m.

SPEAKERS

Speaker Karen Osborn, Maricopa County Elections Director, discussed Maricopa’s experience with
district elections. Assisting Ms. Osbom were Yvonne Reed, Executive Assistant to the County
Recorder, and Tim Johnson, GIS Programmer Analyst. Ms. Osborn provided four handouts: two
affidavits, a partial list of Maricopa County’s election services, and guidelines for redistricting
(attached). Points of discussion included:

There are 1,030 polling places in Maricopa County.

Ms. Osborn presented the most recent version of the Legislative District Map, which is believed
to be final, but is under appeal.

The process for establishing districts and redistricting are very similar, requiring basically the
same process for drawing the district boundary lines, involving the public, and obtaining
preclearance from the US Justice Department.

Each district must contain the same number of people. Districts must be compact, contiguous
and cannot split up community groups. Once the lines are drawn (“with blinders on™), then
minority percentages must be evaluated.

Maricopa County has a program on their website (www.recorder.maricopa.gov/maps) that
allows the public to draw district boundaries and submit them for consideration.
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The Voting Rights Act requires preclearance by the Justice Department of every single election
publication, process, and procedure, and any changes that are made to existing publications,
processes, or procedures. In addition, every publication and announcement must be translated
into Spanish.

One of the issues the Justice Department looks at is minority representation. Communities of
interest cannot be split, and percentage criteria for districts must be met.

In reviewing a city’s preclearance submittal, the Justice Department wants to see the details.
Whether a municipality is establishing districts or redistricting, it is very important to involve
the public in the process. Following the lengthy and involved public participation process,
everything that was done must be reported to the Justice Department, including transcripts,
maps, and public information pieces.

It is important to demonstrate to the Justice Department that minorities were involved in the
districting process and were “at the table.”

It 1s more costly for Maricopa County to conduct district elections. Different versions of the
ballot, additional information, and reports by district rather than by municipality contribute to
the cost. Currently, Maricopa County does not pass this cost on to the ¢ity. When drawing
district boundaries it is very important not to split a precinct. It leads to voter confusion and
increases the cost of the election.

The County tries to limit precincts te a maximum of 2,000 voters, and spends approximately
$10,000 per precinct.

Municipalities can contract with Maricopa County for districting and redistricting services, but
this should be considered a very remote option. This is a huge undertaking and it is important to
do it nght. Depending on the scheduled elections, the County may not be able to make these
services a top priority. Karen Osborn did offer the County’s assistance and support should
Scottsdale voters choose to go to a district system.

A representative from the City of Tucson was not available to present information on Tucson’s
election process. As a result, Peggy Carpenter, City of Scottsdale Government Relations
Coordinator, prepared a research paper on Tucson’s district election process, which she summarized
for the Task Members. Points of discussion included:

Tucson was incorporated as a city in 1877 and became a charter city in 1883. The present
Tucson City Charter was ratified in 1929. Tucson’s population at the time of the 2000 census
was 486,699.

Since 1929, Tucson has elected City Council members from six wards, or districts. Each ward
currently has over 81,000 citizens.
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* Tucson Council elections are partisan elections. Primary elections allow qualified political
parties to nominate candidates to be placed on the general election ballot. “Qualified” political
parties in Tucson are the Republican, Democratic and Libertarian parties.

* District Vote in Primary/At Large vote in General — Tucson Council members are nominated by
voters of their ward in the primary election, and elected by voters of the city at large in the
general election.

* In 1985, Tucson enacted public campaign finance laws and public matching funds, which went
into effect with the 1987 elections (similar to Clean Elections).

* In 1993, a Nonpartisan Initiative signed by 14,000 voters recommended
© Nonpartisan elections and
o Council members elected by a majority vote in the ward.

This initiative was supported by the Tucson Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce, but failed at
the ballot, . .
* In 2003, the Good Government Council Subcommittee is considering changes to the Tucson
Charter that were recommended by the Citizens’ Blue Ribbon Charter Advisory Committee.
These recommendations may appear on the November 2003 ballot.
o Changes in the power of the Mayor
o Nonpartisan elections
¢ Expand from 6 to 8 wards

* Currently, each Tucson Council ward has seven employees, with 1.5 employees in the Council
General Administration Office dedicated to Council members. These 43.5 employees are
separate from the 9.5 employees in the Mayor’s office. The total budget for the six wards,
including Council salaries, was approximately $2,500,000 in the most recent fiscal year.

A Task Force member asked staff to obtain information on voter turnout for Tucson since 1993.
Another member asked for salary information for the Tucson Mayor and Council.

MINUTES
Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the February 25, 2003 meeting of the District Advisory Task Force. George Knowlton so

moved, which was seconded by Roberta Pilcher.

REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF MATERIALS

There was no discussion or questions regarding the handouts.
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DISCUSSION OF LOGISTICS OF MARCH 5, 2003 PUBLIC HEARING

The Chair reviewed the agenda for the March 5, 2003 Public Hearing. The Public Hearing is for the
purpose of taking public comment and Task Force members will not be presenting their comments
during the hearing.

AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING/FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE

The Chair reviewed the agenda for the next regular meeting of March 11, 2003. Due to the number
of items and speakers, the meeting time for the March 11, 2003 will be extended until 9:00 p.m.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member Roberta Pilcher moved to adjourn. Task Force member Don Scott
seconded the motion. Meeting was adjourned at 8:12 p.m. The next meeting of the District
Advisory Task Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, March 11, 2003 in the Human Resources Pinnacie
Room,

CERTIFICATE
| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Council District Advisory Task Force held on the 4th day of March 2003.
| further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 12th day of March 2003.

CAROLYN\JAGBER
Deputy City Clerk
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AFFIDAVIT OF KAREN OSBORNE

The undersigned, having been first duly sworn and cautioned, and competent
to testify to the matters stated herein, does upon her oath, state the following of her
personal knowledge:

1. 1 am the Director of Elections for Maricopa County. In that capacity, |
am responsible for numerous duties of the Maricopa County Recorder
and Maricopa County Board of Supervisors related to conduct of the
2002 primary and general elections, including all aspects of
administering these elections for more than a million voters in Maricopa
County, and in particular, implementing voting precinct and electoral
district boundary changes and conducting candidate filing and baliot
printing. | have knowledge relevant to the matters described herein.

2. Maricopa County’s 1.2 million voters constitute 56% of Arizona’s active
registered voters. In addition, more than half of the state’s 2000 voting
precincts are in Maricopa County.

3. Given our current financial, physical and legal resources, Maricopa
County, like all of Arizona’s fifteen counties, faces an adminisirative and
legal impaossibility for proper conduct of the 2002 elections if the
uncertainty of State Legislative and Congressional District boundaries
continues beyond mid-May 2002.

4, Significant, mandatory election events which are dependent on
electoral district definitions are jeopardized, and will not be
accomplished, if the present paralysis continues into May, 2002. For
the reasons further stated below, the resuit can be not only a financiai
fiasco for our County which is already strapped for revenues, but
presents a high probability of noncompliance with important state and

1



federal laws governing elections and voting, and disenfranchisement of
voters who wish to cast ballots beginning on August 8, 2002,

The impossibility is due in large part because of Arizona's complex
precinct-based voting and election requirements. Not only are the
County’s 1,030 voting precincts the building blocks for all electoral
districts and state, federal and local elections conducted by the County,
the state laws are rigid with regard to voting and tabulation which must
occur by precinct. Arizona law mandates, for example, that voters must
vote only in the precincts of their residence: their ballots may only be
counted as valid -- and the final tabulation and canvasses for all state,
federal and local races and questions must tally -- only those votes
which are cast by voters from their proper voting precinct “homes.”

Election voting precinct boundaries for the County’s 1,030 precincts
were adopted by the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors on
December 5, 2001, as they were in most of Arizona’s fifteen counties,
after considerable staff work, demographic, community and geographic
analysis, and a series of public hearings, and following release of the
2000 census data and subsequent adoption of the state's Legislative
and Congressional District lines by..the Arizona Independent
Redistricting Commission. The County’s voting precinct boundary lines
were precleared by the U. S. Department of Justice in March, 2002.

State law mandates that the County's voting precinct boundaries align
with and match the state’s Legislative and Congressional district
boundary lines because of the state’s precinct-based election and
voting system (A.R.S. 16-411{A)). In fact, more than three hundred of
the 2002 precinct changes adopted by Maricopa County were
necessitated by the state redistricting program.

Arizona law also requires counties to transfer all voters to their new
precincts in March 2002 (A.R.S. 16-412), and then to notify each voter
and issue new voter identification cards for use in the 2002 elections.
This step is crucial to the 2002 primary and general election cycle
because candidates, petition signers’ eligibility and petition signature
requirements are all based on implementation of this “reprecincting” of
voters into their new precinct homes by the County prior to candidate
filings which begin on May 13, 2002.

For ali the legal reasons stated above, any changes to the Legislative
or Congressional boundary lines adopted by the Independent
Redistricting Commission will require that the County hastily redraw,
and its Board of Supervisors adopt, new voting precinct boundary lines.
This process, even without public input or hearings which are rnormally



10.

11.

requisite to achieve county and federal voting rights objectives, will
require @ minimum of three weeks after any court-ordered change
becomes final. Once the County enacts precinct changes, the County
cannot proceed internaily or externally to carry out its election functions
in reliance on those changes until they are precleared, typicaily a sixty
day process after all the information necessary for a redistricting
submission is compiled and filed with the U. S. Department of Justice.

In addition to unexpected internal reprogramming and reprecincting
costs for 1.2 milfion voters, creation of additional voting precincts in this
process, or any splits to the existing 1030 County voting precincts due
to geographic gaps in electoral district lines, will cost the County a
minimum of $ 8,491 for each additional precinct it must place in
operation for the 2002 elections. A recent analysis of the costs for
creating 68 new precincts which would be necessary if the Cou nty were
fo conduct the 2002 elections on the old state legislative district lines
shows that the resulting expenses exceed the County's 2002-2003
budget by $577,388 — a half million dollars the County does not have.

Perhaps more important, the County, like all of Arizona's fifieen
counties, is constrained by contracts bid months ago for ballot printing,

- - voting equipment, ballots and supplies. The County’s ballot printing

contract requires that printing commence in June for the one and a haif
million ballots which are required to be available beginning August 8 for
the September 10 primary. For the legal reasons stated above, each
voting precinct requires its own ballot style — again necessitating finality
of precinct boundary lines. In addition, the County’s current inventory of
Eagle Optical Scan voting machines is entirely encumbered for its
existing 1,030 precincts. Creation of new voting precincts mandates our
acquisition of new voting equipment. County procurement officers
report that the manufacturer does not have Optical Scan Eagles in
stock (one of the national outcomes of moving away from punch card to
optical scan voting), and there is a minimum 60 day period for
manufacturing alone. Beyond the middle of May, there is insufficient
time in the intervening days to bid, order, receive, inspect or test new
equipment in time for the mandatory logic and accuracy tests for the
September election. Finally, the County cannot delay and breach its
contractual printing obligations because of uncertain or provisional
precinct lines.



FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

DATED this 1st day of May, 2002.

Karen Osborne

SWORN TO BEFORE me this 1st day of May, 2002.

Notary Public

My commission expires:
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EXHIBIT ONE

AFFIDAVIT OF KAREN OSBORNE REGARDING THE FACTUAL BASIS FOR

EMERGENCY INTERIM RELIEF FOR ARIZONA COUNTIES FOR

ADMINISTERING THE 2002 ELECTIONS

The undersigned, having been first duly sworn and cautioned, and competent
to testify to the matters stated herein, does upon her oath, state the following of her
personal knowledge, information and belief:

1.

| am the Director of Elections for Maricopa County. In that capacity, |
am responsible for numerous duties of the Maricopa County Recorder
and Maricopa County Board of Supervisors related to conduct of the
2002 primary and general elections, including all aspects of
administering these elections for more than a million voters in Maricopa
County, and in particular, implementing voting precinct and electoral
district boundary changes, conducting candidate filing, ballot printing
early voting and related duties.

I am also knowledgeable about election administration duties and
voting systems in Arizona’s other counties, having served as Secretary
of State for the State of Arizona in 1987, and as Assistant Secretary of
State for fourteen years, with statewide responsibilities for election
administration. Since 1987 | have provided training and technical
assistance for certified election officers from all of Arizona’s counties
through the State Election Officer Certification Program and have
served on the Secretary of State Election Officer Education, Training
and Certification Advisory Committee.

During the past two weeks | have compiled specific information from
Maricopa County and fourteen other counties in Arizona regarding relief
necessary in order to conduct 2002 elections.

Emergency relief for Arizona counties to conduct the 2002 elections is
necessary due to the absence of state Legislative district boundaries.




That uncertainty continues even today, until a final decision regarding
use of state Legislative district boundaries for the 2002 elections is
rendered by the U. S. District Court, District of Arizona, or preclearance
is obtained from the Department of Justice.

5. There are more than 2,000 voting precincts in Arizona, 1,030 of which
are in Maricopa County. There are more than 20,000 county and
precinct level offices in Arizona, more than half of which are in
Maricopa. County voting precincts are the building blocks for all
electoral districts and state, federal and local elections conducted by
the County. State law mandates that the County’s voting precinct
boundaries align with and match the state's Legislative and
Congressional district boundary lines. The voting precinct, Legislative
and Congressional District lines must also align with the county's own
justice court, board of supervisor and community college electoral
district lines (A.R.S. 16-411(A), AR.S. 15-1441).

6. County electoral districts, voting registration systems, ballot printing,
election boardworkers, polling places, counting and tabulation systems
are all dependent on “precinct-bound” electoral district boundaries.
State laws are rigid with regard to registering voters by precinct, voting
and tabulation which must occur by precinct. For example, voters must
vote anly in the precincts of their residence; their ballots may only be
counted as valid -- and the final tabulation and canvasses for all state,
federal and local races and questions must tally -- only those votes
which are cast by voters from their proper voting precinct “homes.”

7. County Recorders and County Boards of Supervisors in Arizona have
been unable to proceed with various election duties for the 2002
elections because of the State’s complex precinct-based voting and
election requirements. These duties include, and are not limited to:

a) finalizing our own county election district boundaries: voting
precincts, justice court precincts, board of supervisors and community
college precincts. (A R.S. 16-411, AR.S. 22-101, 22-125, 11-212, 15-
1441y

1 Voting Precincts: A.R.S. 16-411: the Board of Supervisors of ¢ach county shall ... establish a convenient
number of election precincts in the county and define the boundary thereof. Such election precinct boundaries shall
be so established as included within election districts prescribed by law for elected officers of the state and its
political subdivisions inctuding community college district precincts.

Justice Court Precincts: A.R.S. 22-101. The board of supervisors shall divide the county into justice precincts
and name or number them and may change or abolish any justice precinct ... A.R.S.22-125: If... Jjudicial
productivity credits exceed 1,200 credits, the county board of supervisors shall create sufficient courts, or redraw the
justice court boundaries according to 22-101...

Supervisorial Districts: A.R.S. 11-212 The board of supervisors shall ... divide the county into ... supervisorial
districts .. and define the boundaries and limits of each district and make such division equal or as nearly equal in
population as is practicable ...




b)  reprecincting voters into new/revised precincts based on final
state, county and federal district lines (A.R.S. 16-412) calculating
signature requirements and creating precincts affecting county and
precinct-level offices (A.R.S. 16-322)

c) securing polling places for each precinct, adoption by the board
of supervisors and preparing the final poliing place list by June 22
(A.R.S. 16-411). Locating and contracting for accessible and
convenient poliing places with willing private and public property owners
are difficult tasks for any election, more so when electoral district
boundaries are unknown, as today, and not precleared.

d) establishing databases and layout for precinct-driven ballots
which must contain the appropriate federal, state, county and precinct
officers, and ballot measures, to be voted on in each of Arizona’s
2,000+ voting precincts; and generate and print ballots (A.R.S. 16-461,
16-503) in time for early voting (A.R.S. 16-542, 16-545) and for
overseas voters 16-543 et seq). The early ballots must be identical to
the regular, official ballots for use in the primary and general elections
(A.R.S. 16-5645) In Maricopa County, the delays caused by uncertain
state Legislative lines, coupled with the need to create new voting
precinct(s) to match final revised Legislative lines, have caused a
~domino effect and concomitant delays in overlaying and hand-inputting
‘new/revised geographic lines onto the County’s voter registration
automated system, and then converting those results into the ballot
database management system. The result that ballots will not be ready
to mail until more than a week after early voting begins on August 8.
e) accepting nomination petitions for county and precinct level
offices, and determine eligibility of candidates and those who have
signed their petitions, for precincts and county election districts which
have not been precleared. The deadline for filing those petitions is
June 12,2002 (A.R.S. 16-311) There are more than 20,000 county and
precinct offices statewide.

In 2001 and 2002, all Arizona counties reviewed their own election
districts and redistricted as necessary to meet federal and state criteria
for voting precincts, justice court precincts, supervisorial and community
college districts following release of the 2000 census data, 2001 judicial
productivity data from the Arizona Supreme Court, and adoption of the
state’s Legislative District and Congressional District lines by the
Arizona Independent Redistricting Commission.  The county
redistricting programs were accompanied by considerable staff work,
demographic, community and geographic analysis, and public hearings.

Community College Districts: AR.S. 15-144]1 The board of supervisors shall establish ... comumunity college
districts [which] ... shall have the same boundaries as are defined the election precincts under 16-411.
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Because of the absence of precieared state Legislative Districts,
Arizona’s fifteen counties are in various stages of adopting and
preclearing their own voting precinct, justice court precinct,
supervisorial and community college district lines. Some, like Maricopa,
whose new voting precinct, justice court, supervisorial and community
college lines were precleared in March, 2002, will also need to hastily
redraw and create new precinct(s) based on the state Legislative
District maps adopted by the Arizona Independent Redistricting
Commission on May 23, 2002 (stipulated to by the parties in the
pending Federal District Court litigation CIV 02 799), and submit them
for preclearance before they can be effective, unless the federal court
authorizes provisional use for the 2002 elections.

The following lists county redistricting programs and status of
preclearance by the U. 8. Department of Justice. Many of these county
plans were not submitted until Congressional lines were precleared
(March, 2002), and some must now be resubmitted due to changes
necessitated by the final Legislative District lines which may be adopted
by the federal court or precleared by the U. S. Department of Justice:

a)  Cochise DOJ Submission 2002-0388 Supervisorial, Justice
Court, Voting Precincts '

b)  Coconino DQOJ Submissions 2002-1030 (Supervisorial), 2002-
2277 (Justice Court/Voting Precincts)

c) Graham DOJ 2002-1309 Supervisorial, Justice and Voting
Precincts

d) Greeniee DOJ 2002-0690 (Supervisorial, Voting) and 2002-2348
(Justice Precincts)

e) LaPaz DOJ 2002-0186 (Supervisorial, Voting Precincts)

f) Maricopa DOJ 2002-0163 (Supervisarial, Community College,
Justice and Voting Precincts)

a) Mohave DOJ 2002-0219 (Justice), DOJ 2002-0977 (Polling
Places), DOJ 2002-0560 (Supervisarial, Voting Precincts)

h) Navajo DOJ 2002-2170 (Supervisorial, Voting Precincts)

) Pima DOJ 2001-4102 (Redistricting Plan), DOJ 2001-4092
(Community Colleges)

i) Pinal DOJ 2002-1984 (Voting Precincts)

K} Santa Cruz DOJ 2002-2172 (Supervisorial, Veoting Precincts),
2002-2173 (Community Colleges)

) Yavapai DOJ 2002-0743 (Supervisorial, Justice and Voting
Precincts)

m)  Yuma DOJ 2002-1058 (Supervisorial, Voting Precincts)

Arizona counties cannot proceed internally or externally to carry out
their 2002 election functions, as listed in paragraph 7 above, in reliance



on their adopted electoral and precinct changes until the county and
precinct election districts are precleared, typically a sixty day process
after all the information necessary for a redistricting submission is
compiled and filed with the U. S. Department of Justice, unless the
Federal Court authorizes emergency interim use for the 2002 elections.

12. For all these reasons, the compressed nature of Arizona’s election
schedule, the mechanics and complexities of its election laws, the
proximity of the forthcoming election, and to avoid delays which will
disenfranchise or confuse voters, Arizona's counties must have
emergency interim relief which, on an interim basis for the 2002
elections:

a. Authorizes emergency interim use of polling places and changes to
county election districts which have not yet precleared;

b. Authorizes counties to accept certain petitions for county offices as set
forth in the proposed Order presented by Maricopa County;

C. Extends certain statutory deadlines and procedures for when ballots
must be ready and processed for early voting and satellite early voting,
reprecincting voters, adoption and listing of polling places for the 2002
elections, and authorizes overseas voting via electronic transmission as
authorized by the Uniformed and Overseas Citizen Absentee Voting
Act, federal regulations, and the Department of Defense 2002-03
Voting Assistance Guide.

DATED this 28th day of May, 2002.

Karen Osborne
SWORN TO BEFORE me this 28th day of May, 2002,

Notary Public
My commission expires:







Just the Ticket: 2002 Election Litigation and Forecast August 23, 2002

A SAMPLING OF ELECTION DUTIES PERFORMED BY COUNTIES
FOR A SEPTEMBER PRIMARY ELECTION:

Ballot printing, design, preparation, and distribution. Each county board of
supervisors, at county expense and direction [not subject to delegation or
assignment by the secretary of state] has statutory duty to prepare, print and
provide sufficient ballots as a county expense to the polling places and to the
County Recorder for early balloting 33 days before the election (Aug 8) 16-503,
16-542. The county ballot print orders reflect voter registration counts per
precinct and party registration per precinct. (ARS 16-508) in addition to
numerous other factors.

Ballot contents. Ballots are prepared by counties in a variety of styles and
methods (eg optical scan, punch card, etc.) but observe statutory instructions on
arrangement of candidate names, form and contents of ballot, rotation, proofs, etc.
(16-461 — 16-502) There are 1100 ballot styles for each of the recognized parties-
Democrat, Republican and Libertarian in Maricopa County’s primary election.
The primary election ballots for 1,030 Maricopa County precincts in the 2002
primary election include races for 11,237 Offices (including 11,201 Precinct
Committee offices, 2 County offices, 34 Justices and Constables) in addition to
the state and federal candidates and numerous nonpartisan ballot measures. The
cost for preparation and printing is hundreds of thousands of dollars in Maricopa
County alone,

Sample ballots. Each county board of supervisors is required to mail sample
ballots 11 days before the ¢lection 16-461D

Early voting. Early voting is conducted by each County Recorder who must mail
primary election ballots to military and overseas voters and all others on request
(ARS 16-542) within strict time frames (two days of the request). Requests for
early ballots were received and processed 93 days before the election; early voting
begins August 8 (33 days before the election). The County Recorder also must
provide opportunities on site early voting from August 8 through September 6,
400,000 voters voted early in Maricopa County’s 2000 elections.

Election workers. Each county board of supervisors hires, at county expense, all
board workers for each polling place, in addition to workers for tabulation,
receiving, early vote processing, and dozens of other election functions for the
primary election. Recruitment and training for these workers begins in March.
There are 6,600 such workers already hired for Maricopa County’s primary
election, ARS 16-531

Mandatory training and certification. Each county board of supervisors must
train, at county expense, board workers on all aspects of conduct of the primary
election. This training began in August. ARS 16-532 In addition, any county

officer or employee participating in the conduct of the election must be certified

months in advance through a comprehensive election official certification process.
ARS 16-407




10.

11.

12.

Just the Ticket: 2002 Election Litigation and Forecast August 23, 2002

Voter calls and questions. In addition to providing verbal and written
instructions at the polling places and for early voting, and capability for English,
Spanish and Native American, sight-impaired election communications, each
county is responsible for responding to all voter questions and calls to ensure their
ability to participate in any election. Most counties have established a STAR call
center and web pages, in addition to numerous other communications through
media, organizations, parties, minority language and interest groups, and other
activities to ensure communications and information is available to anyone who
wishes to register to vote and vote. In Maricopa County, the kick off for these
presentations and communications occurred on July 23.

Ballot counting, tabulation. Each county board of supervisors manages all
aspects of ballot tabulation, voting equipment and procedures, at county expense,
including the voting equipment and methods used (subject to Procedures Manual
16-452) and Department of Justice Preclearance 28 CFR 51.1 et seq). Counting
centers are those “selected by the county board of supervisors for the automatic
counting of ballots.” (ARS 16-444)

Voter registration. Each County Recorder maintains, records, processes and is
charged with “official records” of all voter registrations, assignment of.
registrations to the county general register of voters, maintaining party affiliation
information and all changes ARS 16-161 thrul6-164, and formally recognizes
political party status at the county level (ARS 16-801 ~16-805)

Voter notifications. Each County Recorder must notify all voters about their
election districts and party affiliation in reprecincting notices printed, labeled,
mailed in spring of each election year (A.R.S. 16-412)

This notice informs each voter about his precinet home, all the electoral districts
the voter resides in, so the voter knows which candidate petitions to file, what
offices he will be able to vote on

Election districts and precincts and redistricting. Each county maintains
voting geographic systems and records for 58 precinct-bound election districts
(16-163, assignment of electors to election districts such as congressional,
legislative, etc.); establishing boundaries of numerous county-level election
districts (ARS 11-212 and 11-251, supervisorial districts, 22-101 justice precincts,
16-411 vouing precincts), and for hundreds of other election district boundaries
and offices for other political subdivision within the county (16-163, assignment
of voters to election districts and precincts, 16-205 jurisdictional boundaries for
city/town/school/special district elections). See for example the geographic and
demographic information available at www.recorder.maricopa.gov

Candidate filing duties of the counties. Each county is responsible for all
aspects of candidate filing of thousands of county level offices. The Secretary of
State’s candidate responsibility extends to state level offices, 32 state legislative
districts, 8 congressional districts, statewide offices and presidential electors in
presidential election years. ARS 16-311
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Nonpartisan elections. Each County is required by law to conduct elections for
political jurisdictions within their boundaries. On September 10, 2002, 275,000
Maricopa County voters will be voting on nonpartisan questions at the primary
election pursuant to county contract commitments for Septernber election 16-
172, 16-204, 16-205

Polling places. Each county board of supervisors is responsible for selection of
all polling places to be used in the county and publishes that information 80 days
in advance of the election  16-411

There must be one polling place per precinct, fully ADA accessible, and meeting
numerous other requirements and preclearance.

Voting Rights Preclearance. Like all other covered jurisdictions, the counties
must preclear all election changes and procedures with the U. S, Department of
Justice. Each county is responsible for preclearing all election procedures, any
changes thereto, and county election administration. Naticnal Voting Rights
Act, Section 5 regulations 28 CFR 51.1

Campaign finance enforcement. The county elections director is the campaign
finance filing officer, responsible for accepting and recording campaign finance
reports, training, and making determinations of reasonable cause to believe a
violation of campaign finance laws have occurred for county, school, and special
district elections, measures and offices. A.R.S. 16-924

Signature and voter verification. The County Recorder, as the keeper of the
voter registration rolls, is responsible for verifying voters on petitions for:
Nomination challenge cases (A.R.S. 16-351).

Initiative and referendum verification (A.R.S. 19-121.02).

Recall petitions (A.R.S. 19-208.02)






Guidelines for Redistricting**
One of the First Steps and Among the Most iImportant Components of a
Redistricting Plan

O Systems and Processes for Redistricting must Incorporate
Opportunities for Participation and Consideration

Plan now for the outreach, information, public notification and
opportunities for involvement which will meet the needs and interests of all
citizens and groups

Incorporate in Redistricting Systems and Processes what Measures and
Documentation are Necessary for Soliciting and Incorporating Grass Roots
Involvement, Notice, Participation and Comments from all interested persons,
organizations, members of racial and language minority groups

Remember that every single proposal/map must be documented and
considered in the process.

0 Systems and Processes Used for Districting Must Be Based First and
Foremost on Customary, Traditional, Constitutionally Acceptable
.Districting Principles and Goals

1. Population Apportionment.
One Person One Vote

Rules of Thumb for Congressional Districts: not more than % of 1%
deviation. Much stricter than for state and local government districting.

ARS 11-212: In making the division, the supervisors shall make them
“equal in population or with not more than 10% difference in population”.
The House and Senate fact sheets from HB 2416, Ch 237 (44" Legis. 2™
Regular Session) explain this requirement: “the population of each district
shall be equal, or within a ten percent difference of each other”. [Maricopa
County uses a 5% deviation.}

in the world of redistricting there are two variations of the"10% rule”.

a) “overall {total) population deviation”. Eg, 1,000 persons divided by &
districts = 200 x 10% = 20. Redistricting plans with deviations of 20
persons or less are OK without further justification or explanation.

b) “average population deviation”. Eg, 1,000 persons divided by 5
districts = 200. The “average” population of each district is 200. 10%
above or below 200 is acceptable: eg acceptable results could be 180,
190, 200, 210, 220 etc., resulting in a much higher deviation. This
approach, and any “total population deviations” which exceed 10%, will

I



require justification from the county of the legitimate governmental
interests necessitating the deviation.

2. Geographic Compactness

Shape alone can present a circumstantial case for scrutiny. (“The shape
alone of some districts may be so bizarre and irregular that their creation may
only be interpreted as an effort to segregate races for purposes of voting, without
regard for traditional districting principles.")

Review and Select At the Inception the Mathematical Models and
Benchmarks that will Quantify Compactness of the new districts. Deviations can
be measured by circles around the district's center, by connecting borders with
imaginary strings, by analysis of parallelness, etc. The technigue may differ, with
different results, for external state boundaries (eg fingers, snakes that are given
with our state borders) and even natural boundaries {eg Grand Canyon)

3. Geographic Contiguity

Contiguity can also be quantified with mathematical models but Select
your Definition of Centiguity now. Consider the effect your mode! will have on
adjacent territories separated by rivers, rights of way, open space, highways.

4, Communities of Interest

Identify Measures of Communities of Interest. There are numerous
statistical indicators of the categories traditionally viewed as reflecting
communities of interest. The categories include indicators of social, geographic
trade, school, political representation (voting coalitions), common interests,
media markets, urban vs. rural character, neighborhoods, identifiable
constituencies, employment, industry.

Utilize other census indicators (Tiger has identified “communities” which
have no political/administrative boundaries eg Sun City, Sun Lakes, Anthem
developments efc.)

Utilize other political subdivision boundaries (not otherwise included in
also Number 5 below) — for example school districts, Phoenix “village” planning
district boundaries, justice court boundaries, etc.)

5. Visible Geographic Features

Typically these are natural and artificial features which may affect or
separate communities. Transportation features are in Census Data (highways,
freeways, etc.). The System should also build in other federal survey and
mapping resources for landforms and geographic features (eg mountains,
valleys)



6. City, Town and County Boundaries

Respect for jurisdictional boundaries would also encompass the legislative
divisions of these political subdivisions (such as supervisorial districts, city/town
districts and wards). These administrative and political boundary lines are
contained on the census data.

7. Party Registration and Voting

Partisan demographics and data are legitimate criteria so long as there is
no intent to minimize political party power or shut out one party from the political
process. The state independent redistricting commission is prohibited from
considering party registration and voting, but their work applies only to the
legislative and congressional lines.

8. Incumbent Residency.

Respecting or protecting the residence of an incumbent is a legitimate
redistricting goal. The purpose is to respect or protect incumbent residences, so
that current officeholders will not be displaced with the new lines or cause
coniests between incumbents.

9. Protecting the Cores of Existing Districts.

This is a legitimate redistricting goal which keeps some built in continuity.
This will come in handy when "proving up” or testing the redistricting results
because the “change” to be judged by the Department of Justice will be the
extent of change from the existing district to the new district. The cores of
existing districts are not protected in Arizona’s redistricting commission plan
because its mandate is to start with a “clean slate” and grid-like system.

10. Undivided Census Tracts

This is a specific “goal” of Arizona’s redistricting guidelines for the state
independent redistricting commission ~ to avoid dividing census tracts if at all
practicable. This guideline does not apply to redistricting of any other county, city
or governmental organization in Arizona unless the county adopts it as a
guideline. Currently there are census tracts that are divided by legislative district
lines.

11.  Competitiveness Should be Favored.

This is a specific "goal” of Arizona’s independent redistricting guidelines
for the state independent redistricting commission. /f does not apply to
redistricting of any other county, city or governmental organization in Arizona
unless the county incorporates it as a criteria. Competitiveness is really a “test”
of the outcomes of mapping and districting results — similar to those listed below
that the courts and DOJ will use.




12. Others

There are other redistricting criteria recognized by the courts as race
neutral and traditional guidelines.

] Systems and Processes for Redistricting must also Meet
Constitutional Standards by Which the Plans Will be Evaluated (DOJ,
Courts) (28 CFR 51.59)

These are the Tests which the Plans must Pass, once the districts are mapped in
accordance with the goals above:

The extent to which:

1. Population is malapportioned, denying or abridging minority rights
to vote
2. Minority voting strength is reduced - guidelines

Rules of Thumb for Retrogression

3. Minority voting strength is submerged into larger electoral units
(stacking)

4. Minority concentrations are fragmented among districts (cracking)
5. Minorities are overconcentrated in one or more districts (packing)
6. Alternative plans satisfied legitimate redistricting guidelines

7. Plans depart from objective redistricting criteria - or ignores

compactness, contiguity, inexplicable configurations, natural or artificial
boundaries

8. Plans inconsistent with the county's own internal redistricting
guidelines.

“*Note: See also “The Realists’ Guide to Redistricting: Avoiding the Legal
Pitfalls”, American Bar Association, 750 North Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, Il
60611
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2001 Redistricting
Board of Supervisors / Precincts

DO THE MATH - 5% Rule

Identfy Communication Soutces (keep a list for submission)
a. Internet

b. Newspaper

¢. Community group bulletins

d. Cites/ Towns / Counties

e. Indian Nations

f.  Congressional Offices

g. State Government

h. League of Cities

1. Associaton of Counties

Compilation of documentation for Justice
a. Public comment by phone, fax, email, letter, etc,
b. Maps submitted by public, groups or individuals

c¢. Advertisements and all notices generated in number I above

Public Hearings
a. Posting Notices
1. Translating into Spanish
. Native Language - check Native Amercan language coverage needs
ii. Provide phone number, email address, fax number and mailing
address for public to contact office
b. Identify Board of Supervisors meeting locations
c. Identify Public Hearing locadons
d. ADA Advisoty notice
e. Court Reporter (make transcriptions available for BOS members)

. Sun Sounds or equivalent — if available



VI

VIL

g Translator for the hearing impaired

h. Spanish language translator

i Make maps available

1. Current maps
#1. Proposed maps
iii. All proposed maps

- Sign in sheets

k. Time line ~ public information packet (on or before December 1%, the BOS
must meet to adopt new lines and precincts}

Data

a. Provide demographic and voter registration data (by party) for current and
proposed maps.

b. Al maps submitted by the public and all maps created by staff, Board of
Supervisors, etc. must be submitted to Justice with demographic and voter
registration data.

c. Provide reason why map is rejected or accepted

Making good decisions

a. Communities of Interest

b. Adjacent

¢. Conuaguous

d. Compact

Submission

a. 30-day notice — with information of how to contact DOJ




Appendix Tab 5






MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY

TASK FORCE

Wednesday, March 5, 2003

Kiva — City Hall
3939 N. Drinkwater Boulevard
Scottsdale, Arizona







MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE - PUBLIC HEARING
Wednesday, March 5, 2003

Present: Susan Bitter Smith William McCluskey
James Derouin Michael Pickett
Suzanne Klapp Roberta Pilcher
Barbara Klein Wendy Riddell
George Knowlton Donald Scott
Wendy Lyons James Wellington

Also Present:
Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski
Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m.

OVERVIEW OF COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE
AND INTRODUCTION OF MEMBERS

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith provided an overview of the mission and purpose of the Task Force
and introduced the members present.

PUBLIC HEARING

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith opened the Public Hearing at 6:10 p.m.

William Chamberlain, 8231 E. Fairmount Avenue, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of a district system.
Patricia Badenoch, 5027 N. 71* Place, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of an eight-member, four-district
system and provided written comments on her recommendations (attached).

Loren H. Langsiet, 2521 N. Miller Road, Scottsdale, spoke on behalf of himself, James W. McGill,
2523 N. Miller Road, Scottsdale, and Patricia Dooher, 4701 N. 68" Street, 133, Scottsdale. All
were in favor of a district system.

Copies of the comment cards are attached.
Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith closed the Public Hearing at 6:30 p.m.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith thanked everyone for their participation and provided contact
information to members of the public who want to provide written comments:




Council District Advisory Task Force
Wednesday, March 5, 2003
Page 2

Donna Bronski, City Attorney’s Office, 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251.
citizen(@ScottsdaleAZ. gov

ADJOURNMENT

Meeting was adjourned at 6:32 p.m. The next meeting of the District Advisory Task Force is
6:00 p.m., Tuesday, March 11, 2003 in the Human Resources Pinnacle Room.

CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Coungil District Advisory Task Force held on the 5th day of March 2003.
I further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 12th day of March 2003.

Q'm/\&
\CAROLYN MEGER
Deputy City Clerk
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This card is for providing comments when atisnding City Council and other pubiic meastings, | |
whether gr not you wish to speak :

Alt cards MUST be submitted BEFORE public testimony has begun on the item,
Testimony is limited to 3 minutes per speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to
speakers representing two or more persons. MAR ¢ 5 2003
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This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.




SPEAKER/CITIZEN COMMENT CARD

This card is for providing comments when attending City Council and other public meetings,
whether or not you wish {0 speak. :

Cards must be submitted BEFORE public testimony has begun on the item.
Testimony is limited to 3 minutes per speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to speakers
representing two or more persons. Cards for designated speakers and the persons they
represent must be submitted together.
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discussing iterns which are nof specifically listed on the agenda and posted af least 24-hours before the meeting begins.
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SCOTTSDALE DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE
MARCH 5™ 2003
Patty Badenoch

As you know I have attended your meetings and it is very apparent that it isn’t a question
as to whether or not we should remain the same. This so far has turned into more of a
steering committee toward a district system. No argument of yet has been deliberated to
maintain what we have. It hasn’t been a very balanced approach. Task force members
have had Iittle to say. No provision has been provided for public input until now. Not a
customary practice from my experience. In fact, this is the first! Ibelieve that at the very
least, the chair should afford the common courtesy of at least seeing that there are enough
extra handout materials for those observing.
It is the expressed intent of this Mayor and Council to be open and corporative in the
spirit of law if nothing eise. Caroi Jagger, has been wonderful in providing me with
much of the information all of you have and T publicly wish to thank her for all her help.
Without her help I would not have a clue tonight.
DISTRICTING:
Election System Reform
Best advantage: Service/Delivery

Advance communication
Least advantage: And I quote-
“Would you rather have a representative from your neighborhood who shares none of
your views, or would you rather be represented by someone outside of your
neighborhood but who supports your views?”
The latter is what we thought we at least have now. However, there is a growing
concern that we no longer have even that! Hence a perfect breeding ground for
discontents supporting districting.
If we go to a District System with the information I have read so far the following
represent some consideration.
I prefer the M'MD- Muli-Member District
Due to our particular conformation and knowing that cur demographics in terms of
population growth will continue to change our ideal method to start would be to
increase our council to eight members and divide our city into four districts and
keep our mayoral election at large.

1) Review and consider numbers of staff members serving the council relative to
comparable numbers serving in other municipalities of our general size and
nature.

2) Recommend a review and adjustment evaluation of budget allocated for each
council member.

3) Recommend and evaluation of salaries relative to the enormous time spent
serving on the council.

4) Term limits to remain the same.

5) Elections remain nonpartisan! It’s interesting, we have a Republican majority




for registered voters but a Democratic majority on the council. How did that
happen?

6) Majonty results maintained by which winners are determined by minimum
50%plus 1 vote. The (IRV) Instant Runoff voting is an lmteresting concept and
should be evaluated.

7} Mayor is elected at large not appointed by couneil.

8) Hire an attorney to go through the justice system unless in the hiring of'a
consultant all bases are covered.

9) Formulate Bailot initiative after through out-reach.

Decide on one option. Two options risk canceling each other out and vou are back
to the drawing board. The process is delayed and may become cost prohibitive,

9) Redistrict before every election or until population seems to have stabilized
Remember the importance to involve citizens and to keep neighborhoods
together.,

t0)Recommend that every effort be aftforded for citizens to be apprised, notified and
encouraged to attend each of the other district meetings ...not just their own.
Why? To build community civic leadership citizens need the opportunity to
educate and inform one another of the city’s big picture so that each district can
elect informed representatives.

11)Mayor and Council needs to balance appointments to boards and commissions so
there 1s equal representation.

“My thanks in particular to task force member Barbara Klein for information given on
major election systems.




-

SPEAKER/CITIZEN COMMENT CARD ' |
This card is for providing comments when attending City Councti and other public imegtings, { !
whether or not you wish {C speak. |

All cards MUST be submitted BEFORE pubtic testimony has begun on the item.
Testimony is limited to 3 minutes per speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to
speakers representing two or more persons, MAL 13

LEASE PRINT NAME Acrg-;ﬁ /o ld’ij {/[____.-]’—— S TING oATE R ;L 2

IF APPLICABLE. NAME THE GROUP OR
ORGANIZATION YOU REPRESENT

ADDRESS 02‘% 21 N ﬁ/fr”/f“ r /?(*( éi(‘ﬂk#ﬁc‘é (e A7 2r 4525 S 7

HOME PHONE %[KC 9 70~ G 3/ & WORKPHONE
PRYES, | WiSH TO SPEAK REGARDING ITEM = _{/;.!_5, s s

D NO, I DO NOT WiSH TG SPEAK. BUT WISH TO COMMENT ON BACK OF THIS CARD.
D LAM IN FAVOR OF AGENDA ITEM # D i AM OQPPOSED TO AGENDA ITEM #

D | WISH TO SPEAK DURING "PUBLIC COMMENTS" CONCERNING

Public cormments are limited fo ifems not otherwise listed on the agenda. Citizens may complete cne speaket/citizen comment card per
nfght and submit it to the City Clerk before or during the meeting. Council will listen fo your remarks, but is prohibited by state law from
discussing items which are not specifically listad on the agenda and posted at least 24-Hours hefore the meeting begins.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.







SPEAKER/CITIZEN COMMENT CARD |

This card is for providing comments when aitending City Council and other pubhe meetings. ‘
whether or net ycu wish to speak.
All cards MUST be submitted BEFORE public testimony has begun on the item.
Testimony is limited to 3 minutes per speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to
speakers representing two ar more persons. ey 9

F 2003
i

,-,‘ / . . B ". i . 2 £y ::
PLEASERRINTNAME 1AM S () 4 "C/!f/ MEETING DATE 5}‘@'E&%::Bﬂ-——

{F APPLICABLE, NAME THE GROUP OR
ORGANIZATION YOU REPRESENT

y . | y ',"- pal 3 -
sooReEss 25 17 A Sl le g R e 55257
HOMEPHONE___ Fers— Gafq -0 7t 7 VYORK PHONE B

~

D YES. I WISHTC SPEAK REGARDING ITEM &

]

e

B A ) s; }
B2 NC. I DONOT WiISH TC SPEAK, BUT WISH TO CCMMENT ON BACK OF THIS CARD@#‘«*/%&—‘TH’?{ g
E_'_i | AM IN FAVOR OF AGENDA ITEM # :‘ | AME OPPOSED TO AGENDA ITEM #

D IWiSH TO SPEAK DURING ‘PUBLIC COMMENTS” CONCERNING

Pubifc comments are limited {o items not otherwise iisted on the agenda. Citizens may compiete one speaker/citizen comment card per
night and submit it to the City Clerk before or during the meeting. Councii will listen to your remarks, but is prohibited by stats faw from
discussing itemms which are not specifically listed on the agenda and posted at leasi 24-hotirs befors the meeting begins.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.




Please give this card to the clerk at the meeting BEFORE public testimony begins on the item you wish {0 addrass.
HO'W TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL OR BOARD/COMMISSION.

- The chair will caill your name when it s your turn to spsax.

- Approach the podium and state your name and address for the record.

- Groups wisFing o speak shouid elect a spckespersen o represent the views of tne group.

Comments arg limited to 3 minutes.
Speakers representing two or more persons may be granisd additional time
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A yellow light will appear when you have one minute remaining
A red light will appear when your 3 minuzes are up
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MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE
Tuesday, March 11, 2003

Present: Jeffrey Abts William McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett
James Derouin Roberta Pilcher
Suzanne Klapp Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Donald Scott
George Knowlton Lida Stewart
Wendy Lyons James Wellington

Also Present:
Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski
Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m.
MINUTES

A request was made to amend the minutes of the March 5, 2003 District Advisory Task Force
Public Hearing to remove the name of Task Force member Jeff Abts and include the name of
William McCluskey to the list of the members present at the meeting.

Hearing no further additions or corrections, the ckair called for a motion to approve the
minutes of the March 4, 2003 meeting as submitted, and the minutes of the March 5, 2003
public hearing as amended. William McCluskey so moved, which was seconded by Jim
Derouin. Motion passed unanimously.

GENERAL DISCUSSION BY TASK FORCE ON DIFFERENT ASPECTS OF DISTRICT
SYSTEMS

Each member of the Task Force was given the opportunity to indicate their preliminary position
regarding districting based on the information and testimony received to date.

Those who indicated an initial preference for districts focused on four types of districting systems:
» A six-district system where voters elect the Mayor at large and six Council Members by district.

= A three-district system where voters elect the Mayor at large and six Council Members by
district (two per district).
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* A three-district system where voters elect the Mayor at large, three Council Members by district
{one per district) and three Council Members at large.

* A four-district system where voters elect the Mayor at large, four Council Members by district
and two Council Members at farge.

Several comments were made regarding the need for additional public input. It was also suggested
that the Task Force make recommendations to the Council on how a districting system should be
implemented. Concern was raised against placing more than one district question on the ballot
because it might cause voter confusion. Several members raised questions regarding budgetary
implications and expressed support for addressing this issue in the final report to Council. Another
member asked staff to arrange to have an advocate of at-large systems speak to the group.

SPEAKERS

District Advisory Task Force Member George Knowlton gave a presentation in favor of a six-
district system (Attachment 1).

District Advisory Task Force Vice Chair James Derouin gave a presentation in favor of districting
{Attachment 2).

District Advisory Task Force Member Barbara Klein gave a presentation in favor of looking at
alternative voting systems or, if that is not a viable consideration, keeping the current system
(Attachment 3}.

Dr. Klein was asked if she could provide a list of cities that have changed from a single member
district to another system. Dr. Klein will provide this information to staff, and staff will distribute it
to the Task Force members.

District Advisory Task Force Member William McCluskey gave a presentation in favor of a district
system (Attachment 4).

DISCUSS AND DETERMINE LOGISTICS FOR DRAFTING FINAL REPORT

The Task Force Chair, Susan Bitter Smith, and Vice Chair, Jim Derouin, will draft a preliminary
report based on the discussions and presentations made during the meeting. The report will focus
on the four district options that were identified by Task Force members who support a district
system. The report will include a section describing the work that the Task Force members have
done to date, followed by an outline of the options under consideration. The Chair reminded the
group that the document is meant to be an attempt to capture their discussions in draft form, and that
it will be up to them to fine-tune it. Once the members of the Task Force have revised the draft
document, it will be used to solicit public comment.
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1t was noted that several members asked to have the issue of cost and budgetary impact addressed in
the report. In addition, one member would like to see costs classified as either mandatory or
discretionary (for example, the cost of printing the different ballots is mandatory, the cost for
additional staff is discretionary). Staff will obtain information on transition costs from other cities
and provide this information to the Chair and Vice Chair for inclusicn in the report.

DISCUSSION OF FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE AND AGENDA ITEMS

Task Force member George Knowlton made a motion to include a public comment period on
all future District Advisory Task Force meeting agendas. The motion was seconded by Task
Force member Roberta Pilcher and passed unanimously.

A Task Force member asked if, with staff’s assistance, new ways to obtain citizen input regarding
districting could be implemented, including placing a flyer on various counters throughout the city
(for example, public libraries, citizen centers, Scottsdale Historical Center, recreation offices, and
mailed to various Homeowner Associations throughout Scottsdale). In addition, staff was asked to
arrange to have announcements made throughout the day on Channel 11 and by the Mayor at the
beginning of each Council meeting.

The group was reminded that they could write individual letters to the editors of the Tribune and the
Republic asking the public to participate and provide feedback to the Task Force.

A location for the April 8 Public Hearing still needs to be secured.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member Roberta Pilcher moved to adjourn. Task Force member Wendy Riddell
seconded the motion. Meeting was adjourned at 9:08 p.m. The next meeting of the District
Advisory Task Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, March 25, 2003 in the Human Rescurces Pinnacle
Room.

CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Council District Advisory Task Force held on the 11th day of March 2003.

| further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

U
DATED this &b day of March 2003,

C&»&q&%
CAROLYN JASGER
Deputy City Clerk
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March 11, 2003;
Attachment #2

Points of Information

Al information used has bezn taken from city general election 2002 or census 20030 sources

City Population: 202,705 Size of City: 184.2 5g. Mi.
Regidents over 18: 163 540 Length: 32 miles
Registered Voters: 110,644 Width: 3 to 12 miles

City population south of Doubletree Ranch Road 50%
City population south of Shea Boulevard = 65%

City population south of Frank Lleyd Wright = 85%
Council Members south of Camelback Road = C
Councif Members south of Shea Boulevard = 1
Council Members south of Frank Lloyd Wright = 3
Council Members north of Frank Lioyd Wright = 3

Possible Forms of Representation: - At large
- 6 members separately elected by district;
with Mayor at large
- Blended

Time frame: Vote on new system March 2004
1°" set of 3 new council persons elected in 2006
2" set of 3 new council persons elected in 2008

Doc. £331218 v.i1



Scottsdale by Comparison I

Characteristic Number Percentage
Cities w/pop. Of 180,000-280,000 48 100%
Council District 27 56%
At-Large (Scottsdale) S 19%
Blended 12 25%
Scottsdaie by Comparison IX
Characteristic Peer Comparison
Area 6
Density 42
Median Home Value 4
Median Income 3
Growth* 2

*Since 1980 based on housing construction

- Doc, #4C3698 V!



City of Scottsdals Ciudad 2s Scotadals
2002 Voiing Districts 203z Disgisio Veotadar

3 LN ﬁ:,ﬁ:
TEMCUNTANRIAD
HONEA 30T RCAD
ROCKAWAY HILLS RCAD
DESERT HILLE SRIVE

JOYRANGH ReAs

STAGE COAGH PASS

CAREFREZ HIGHWAY

DOVE ¥ALLEY ROAD

LONE MOUNTAN ROAD

DOALETADRIVE

DYNAMITE BOULEVARD

@ o

JOMAX ROAD

HAPPYVALLEY DOAD

PINNACLE PEAKRCAD ) l

DEID VALLEROAD

28
REARDSLIY ROAS

o HON HILLY ROAD

BELL ROAD ) - 27

GREENWAY NOAD

9L 2 |
50% 2025\ | 23

. : 17l 8 24
SHEA BOULEVARD 2)
22

lmuaum.a FANCHED. E

MOCKINGEIRD LANE/
NORTHERN AVE.

THUNDERSIRD ROAD

'CASTAS ROAD

Smaller voting districts
are synonymous with mere
populous areas. Fifty
Percent of city pepulation
lives scuth of Doubletree

Ranch Reed; Only one
OAK STREET member of the current
MOCTELL ROAD

RODTEALT TTREET , 1] 2 council lives south of
AT ' Doubletree Ranch Road.

INDIAN 3END ROAD 50%
“INCOWN DANVE
MOONAL IPVE
JACKRABE T RGAD
"CHAPARRAL ROAD
CAMELBACK ACAD
WNDIAN STHOOL RQAD
OSBCRN ROAD.
THOMAS ROAD
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§ .E
= =5 5 2F
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Bk REzZZES
= £ 23533



56k ST,
e
SCOTTSDALE
HAYORK

| PIMA

|
96th ST,
1084 81,
1200k S1,
J 248k ST,

JENNY LYHN

CIRCLE MOUNTAIN

_W,..,‘_M...

HONDA S0OW

. e 11k ST

ROCKAWAY HILLS

s "At-Large”

N

DESERT HILLS

i _rﬂ!lllllll s A AN SR N PR R

e v Representation
i E e e e S AR, SR e Sy
STA{E-{COAG-S PASS ________ u-qmuﬂﬂ-mf %’n-nm - ..-mn—g
; ! { S
CAREFREZ HWY. pmsssimnmisnsmes] T 1 " 2
DOVE VALLEY e - : 3
ey ; 3
LOME MOUNTAEN ___ % | : &
i T { ! E
DIXILETA ot | i 5
;'- { 1 H i 1
- : 2
DYMAMITE Bl l | ‘ 2
| i . b B =
JOMAX % ' ;‘ ! ! ,5""‘
- s B 1 H
HAFEY VAWET 4 ‘ ‘: : !
P * )
PINMNACLE PEAK .. . !
DEIZR VALLEY i .‘
i |

BEARDSLEY

QUTER LOOP
DNIGN HILLS

BELL/FRANK LLOYD
WRIGHT BLVD.

o wmshmwﬂmmJﬂmmmﬂmmmmn T

CGREENWAY %
THUNDERBiRD __.......__,,_..___,_,_,,,__,.__.,g“ V Awn i IS
N E f‘"!.!
- e
SHEA 5
e T ]
DOUBLE TREE —

MeCORMICK PEWY.

WMI“‘T“'—”

{HDtAN BEND

MDONALD e m

%,
CHAPARRAL F=art c ;
ey The \.‘urrenf sysff.m elects all siX
INDIAN SCHOOL : council membears "At Large’. Asa
THOMAS | result, even though 50% of the city's
wepowe X \ population lives south of Doubletree
¢ ;'S____ii ! Ranch Read, Only ONE member of the
RAKELLIPS b B T courcil lives south of Doubletree
2 £ E E &
2 B = = Ranch Road.




, .
t JENNYLYNNECAD

Ciry of Scettedals
2002 Voting Distists

CLACLE MOUNTAIN READ .
e A 30T ROAD

ROCKATAY HILLS ROAD
DESERT HLLLS DANE
JOT RANCH ROAD
STAGE COACH PASS
CAREFRED HIGHTAY
DOVE VALLEY ROAD
LINE MCUNTAIN ROAD
DOCLETADRIVE
DYNAMITE BOULEVARD
JOMAX ROAD

HAPEY VALLEY ROAD
PINNACLE PEAK RCAD
DIEER VALLEY ROAD
REARDSLEY ROAD

JHOM HILLS RCAD

BELL RCAD
GUEENTAY ROAD
THUNJERBIND ROAD

CACTUS ROAR

SHEA BOLLEVARD

pousETREERANGH 0.y B

MOCKINGBIRD LANE/
NORTHERN AVE

INDIAN BEND AGAD
~MOCW DRNE
ADCNALD SRIVE
IACKRABETT S 0AD
"CHAPARRAL ROAD
LAMELBACKACAD
INTIAN SEHZOL ROAD
CI2CANRSAD
THOMAS ROAD
OAX STREST !
MOOTELL ROAD }
RCOEVILT STREET
(CENTINENTAL DR}

MeRELLDS AQAD
(VAN BUREN ST

2

*Example

Ciudad de Scomisdale
20502 Distzicta Votader

Six District
System

— O

-

19

&

18

17

1

SATI STREET
STHSTAPET
SEATFUSDALI R,
MILLER ROATY
HAYDEN ROAD
CGRANITE REEF 1Y,
IMA BOAD

" TN STREET

20l 25

7

2

23
24
22

ri

Ore member of the
current Council lives south

of Doubletree Ranch Read
(Scottsdale Republic, 10-9-02)

Under a “six-district"
District System,
three Courcil members
would live south of
Doubletree Ranch Road

P ay——




City of Scottsdals Ciudad de Seqtiedals
2002 Voting Disticts 2002 Distzicta Votador

. * ENNY LI ROAD

CIRCUE MOUNTAIN RZAD

Three Disirict
Blendad System

LACONTA BOT RCAD

ROCKEWAY HILLS ROAD

DESERT HILLI CANE

JOY RANCH ROUD
STAGE COACH PASS
CAREFREE HIGHWAY
DOVE VALLEY ROAD
LOME MGUNTAIN 204D
DRILERA DRVE

DYNAMITE BOULEVARD - ‘ =
29

JOMAXROAD

HAPPY VALLEY RQAD

PINNACLE PEAK RUAD / ]
DEER ALLEY ROAD e 2
BEARDSZEY ROAD

JMION MILLS RQAD

BELL ROAD I 27

GREENWAY ROAD

THUNCERBIID ROAD

CACTUS ROAD

SHEA 3OULEVARD

DOLTRLETREE RANGH HD.

MOCKINGEMD LANE/
NEATHERN AVE

INDLAN FEND ROAD
INCOLN DALE
MEDONALD GiVE
JACKRABE.T 3003
CHAPARRAL ROAD
CAMELBACYK ROAD
DRHAN SCHOCL ADAD
CTROAN ROAD
THCMAS RCAD

QAR TTREET

Lo

L i 4
MDCTEL ROAD
ROOSEVELT STREET 1 oty
{CONTINENTAL DR) -
MRELLTPY RCAD
{VAMN 3UREN 5T}

ST STREET
MTI1 STREET
MTH STRUET
SCAYFFSDALS by,
MILLER KUY
HAVDEN R{AD
CRANIYE RITET A,
HMA LA
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11, 2003:

in speak acainst the gV
I am going to speak against th pl\%atra\i nent #3

Grandme used to sav; Some opinions are abour as
welcomed as a skunk at a lawn party - Iwill oy to
stick to facts.

Bear with me - mostlv going toread so Idon't
ramible,

Held any Quasticns until 2ad s I have enough tims o k)
{Single Member District, one seat per distc: is
abbreviated throughout as SMD)

One of the common compiaints of SMDs is an
increased tendency to run Unepposed candidates.
When a single candidate is unoppesed voters lose
options of choice.

On th2 other hand.....if too many candidates are
running for a single seat the odds of one winning
51%; are decreased — leading to a greater number of
runoff elections & greater expense.

Another important issue i1s Representative Access.
Marmny residents will jump te the conciusion that the
only way to increase accountability to their
neighborheod is by SMD, but this not a guarantee.
ko

With our curren: system, the ear of the whole
council & mayor is available to the voice of every
voter.

The odds of all council members turning a deft ear
is very unlikely.

L

Under Idea! conditions, the ‘accountable’ district
Representative can be great for neighborhood
influencs, but itis putting all eggs in one basket. If
the voter can’t connect with their representative or
find their views diametrically opposed to the
council member, they will have little chance for

good representation until the next election.
e

With SMD, the voters lose their ability to influence
the mekeup of the council at large.
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; SMD RISKS
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AllVatssZGNCT
count scually - Seszdze 30
depending or N
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veter tumout el
within gistricts,

| Incumbent Advan:age

2!
f

Seotszal MO

¢ M2ra gasite wun unoposd -
&t atee mover afvoias

+ tmoumecy Tush be eorsidead {'E;
w g dmasa1g of any Taw A
radistnzing ‘ﬁ\

L Districing Reulsfts

.. . This means that the vote of someone casting
thelr vote in d strict with low turncut cames
oreater influen 1ce ﬂ"an the vote of someone voting
in a district with a larger turnout.

Trink ebout tas.

Ors of the six \,01.111611 members for the entire city
could be elected by just 2 hardful of people na
dismict naving ]ow tuTous.

If someone’s objective is to entrench a favornite
carndidate, they might support SMDs, but most
times we don’'t like the 1idsa of incumbents being
entrenched.

And incumbents must be given the advantage at
every re-districting time to keep their core &
themselves in the same district.

Incumbents also present another problem. Even if
opposed, they have a significant advantage. This
may be due to media exposure or other factors
leading to name recognition.

To some degree this problem 1s present in ali
elections, but itis emphasized i SMD. Name
recognition is stronger in a field of 1 outor I than |
out of 6.

Districts can disrupt neighborhoods and divide
communities of interest in favor of other
communities of interesi. Iris NOT a perfect
puzz-w.



Even when districts are stricthy l2gal, results do not
always seem sensible.  Thart was the case in the late
80°’s when San Francisco was contempiating e new
diszict syswem.

R

2

This group expressed 'ﬂe feeling of many that the
benefit was not worth e risk
-—-- A:lu. ;he’\ \.hOb another w ay.

=

This diswict construction often leads to the
commern accusation of unfair gerrymandering --
even when using independent, non-partisan line
drawers.

L8]

ey A

There are many woes of formung distriets.
i woes of Formirg Districts Par: of the problem: is this conundrum. ...
s - ban v o ases smswe e |+ e (Can’t look like Rorschack ink blot tests either)

1 minertias, offsang fll rapresenEd SN g .t withaut gvar
sddressing rece or & 37 asking abeut race”

Before vou think this isn’t yvour problem, but that or
line drawers - consider this, OUR problem is that
the answer to the conundrum is taxpayer money.

Faerg Cracerg Staskirg o &

And I am not being disrespectfal by calling 1t hit
and miss, because that 15 how 1t has to be
preformed. Every map drawn has to be svaluated
- even if it is a map you have rejected. Yournever
know if you get it right on the minority count unti!
the job is done. You may have to repeat this
process multipte times and the defense ol any
challsnges adds te the cost.
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1583 Weurg Rights Agt
$37 Sirgie Mether Sistncts !
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M0 neasee Mo ang £h2 ulimae Jan of Rl reptazana on

Gl IS0 Zras s e e -

. AZ is a Preclezran 2 an
pec.lal rules due to ;ss » msgressiors.

sg,mqg,a ¢ has an 11.6%% minority popularion, and a
growing Asian commumty. As partofa Precisaranc
51 t=, this causes additicnal expenses invelving
Sections 2 & 3 of Voting rﬁtc Act, because of all
the standards of proof demanded by the Justice

(Public hearings, information ¢
all maps)

SMDs were mitiallv very success
gerrymandering agzinst minorities -
To understand why this has changed - Ijust want
to mention some history.

T curding

65 VRA
‘67 SMD mandated as way to represent Iunonies.

75 (not up there) brought the rights for Languzae
minorities (including Spanish, Native American &
some Asian languages)

*82 “Minority epportunity districts” developad
because SMDs were still gerrymandesrsd and poorly
representing minorites

93 Shaw v Reno ....still wyving to improve the
SMD system, added complexity and expense -
when reverse discrimination was addad to the

picture.

VAP - voting age population (Scomsdsle 3533dlmes
The Justice Deparmment wanis g
and so do we

Is anyone addressing the problems of the SMD?

e
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'1 Mg ore aver changed fr,..\
{ L SMD to arothar systEm??

;_aa? T

Progortional Res a entanion
~L FULL REPRESENTATION
=

A demacratic system in wiich groues
of voters with s.mncr I =SL gain
represantaricn in “pronortizn” to their
voting strength.

GDHROTDRDO
TORDREDETG
209096900 0©
25252082500
SRLIEDIOBRRLTS

et Ul = G e En ——

cooooooooi
‘scec990e00
! 092989096

i e 32 O i 3 5P O SR, e

steies: Vermont, Utah, Flonde, Minnesota,

Maine, Calitornia, Hawail, New Mexico, New

York, Virginia, llincis Washington and Louisizana,

crezie a commission to analvze bo ththss
and the __,m":l repressmiatives are ele:t d. HR 308
spaci :1ca v ciiles PR 2d Cumulative Votl

[Pause don' 12a]
Everyone, including all of us in this room, wants to
see full representation.

Graph shows ideal proporticnal or Full represenration:

If the group of colored circles here represents the
population, and the places above are the seats they
re contending for, we would expect the group of
GREEN DOTS, 40% of the population, to get 40°%

of the vote.

Simply put, proportional representation (PR) is the
rotion that in a true democracy, groups of voters
cain representation in proportion to their
comparative strength among the votership.

If we add these lines, representing diswicts, Ao W
still see proportional representation?

No, we now have a case in which 40% of voters,
the GREEN DOT PEQPLE, won all 100% of the
elected seats.

o
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Luckily. In Scottsdals i akss a major t-_\-' of voters
o Dick 2 wirmer ~b d not mean there

L I,
niation’” 23 we

In this case the RED DOT PEOPLE. who are 2%
of the population, get 209¢ of the winning ssats, as
seen In the winning sguarses above.

This may be ideal, but in reality — because of all the
requirements of the law, it i3 impossible to reach
this ideal for all interest groups by using SMD

Not all intarest groups are minorities (by law) hut
they cen have a minority voice.

Under a districting system, whether or not that
rminority voice gets represented depends largely on
how your district lines get drawn.

More often than not, some group or view gets left out.
In this case, by changing cur district lines, (when
the new census comes out) 20% of the population.
the RED DOT PEOPLE arz left out of the winning
results totally.  [Phoenix example No Hispanic)

And more often than nof the largest voice, gets
over-represented when vou rely on singie-member
districts. In this case, the GREEN DOT PEOPLE,
40% of the population, won 60% of the seats, again
in Scottsdale it would have to be 50%.

Traditional "At-Large" voiing, meaning plurality
where whoever gets the most votss wins, would
actually take this problem one step further (worse)
by perhaps representing ONLY the largss: view 10
the exclusion of all others. The largest veice could
represent only 3096, 25% even 20% or less and still
win all the seats.

But this is not the case mn Scottsdale with our
unusual Majority At-large sysiem - even if it is not
the besi svstem.

/—
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However, while it may n.ot be our charge T
O:ﬂc\.r aliernative systems I want to mention

them briefly to fully frame our recommem.at;ons

within the larger context of election reform
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These are the four methods emphasized in the
report you received on alternative systems.

Sore people think they may be too complicated.
Let me take about 60 seconds to show ther to you.

As more than half a billion people all over the
world and hundreds of thousands in the US use
these systems, I doubt that our voters would find
them too difficult to use.

The Choice ballot may be the most compiicated
looking, and for the software to count, but it fairly
gasy 1o use.
Cheoice referred to in your reportas STV
or Single Transferable Voting (and itis the
same as IRV for single seat)

Maior cost savings as NO RUNCETFS.
Purest form of PR
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'f_f_wfese”L- The At-large Mejority elections in Maricopa county
| are unusual. There are only a handful of cther
such arezs in the county (mostly in North Carolina)
who use Majority rule with an at-larze election.
Tt is an unusual svsiem but guarantees that the
winner has support from the majority of vorers.
Slide =" : The majority of the population is in South
28 =1_L0  waeny | Scorsdale - NOMATTER which northem
= \ J Tl Pepulation  { houndary you use,
-‘TJ:' . — South
:::-;J‘ 57 Scotssdale No offense to North Scotisdale — but since we in
g? E  The power of the voie s South Scottsdale have the power of the_majority, |
&= |feerealady- we can already have all the representation we want
UL IF WE USE OUR VOTE.
%

It may bes more advantageous to South Scottsdale
residents (actually all residents) and more cost-
effective 1f h= city would inves:

¢ Candidate Encouragement Programs coupled
with Voter Educeion Campaigns

o Getout the vote Efforts and Service

¢ Council-Citizen Town Meetings rot at}ng in
various neighborhoods.
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Since we were instrucied not to consider the best
solutions such as Full Represertanon syvstems,
That leaves us with the guestion to ‘district or NOT
t0 cistrict.”

ique Majorty Ruie Tequiremen:,
our current at-lerge system provides beter
representation o voter ther a SMD solution.
Since I am net allowed {o support the BEST -1
will choose the Better.

Becauze o1 our un

IN CLOSING

I can understand how many members of the task
force have honestly come to believe that SMDs
are appropriate for Scoutsdale. Media is very
shallow on this issue and scund bytes ars
compelling.

However, if [ have presented even one plece of

information tha: you were not aware of, [ urge vou
to fairly re-consider your previcusly held positior.

Thank you
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MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE
Tuesday, March 25, 2003

Present: Jetfrey Abts William McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett
James Derouin Roberta Pilcher
Suzanne Klapp Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Donald Scott
George Knowlton Lida Stewart
Wendy Lyons James Wellington

Councilmembers

Present: Councilman Robert Littlefield

Also Present:
Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski
Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Though invited to participate, none of the members of the public wished to speak.

MINUTES

Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the March 11, 2603 meeting of the District Advisory Task Force. James Wellington so moved,
which was seconded by Wendy Riddell. Motion passed unanimously.

DRAFT REPORT

The Chair presented an overview on how the preliminary draft was prepared. Following the
presentation, the Task Force menbers reviewed the document section by section and each member
was given an opportunity to comment and suggest corrections. Task Force member Barbara Klein
provided her comments in writing (Attachment 1).

As the group was reviewing and revising the report, a list of issues requiring further discussion was
identified by the group and is included below.
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List of Issues Requiring Further Discussion

1. Section entitled “DATF Process” — Determine how to discuss the At Large System.

2. Section entitled “Initial Costs” — Re-craft statements on litigation and other risks (consider
addressing this issue in a footnote).

3. Page 7 — Address the issue of Citywide versus parochial vision of City Council Members.

All the agreed upon changes were provided to the Task Force Chair, Susan Bitter Smith, and Vice
Chair, Jim Derouin, who will draft a revised preliminary report based on the comments and
feedback received during the meeting. The revised report will be made available to the public via
the web prior to the April & and 9, 2003 Public Hearings. Copies of the report will also be available
at the Public Hearings.

The group contemplated the possibility of issuing a minority report and whether or not the majority
and minority reports should be combined into one report or issued as two separate reports. There
was general agreement that the goal would be to provide the Council with one recommendation that
all the members of the Task Force agree upon. If unanimous agreement cannot be reached, the goal
would be to issue one report that identifies any significant issues that the Task Force members did
not agree upon. Dissenting opinions, if any, would also be included in the same the report. Any .
member who does not share the majority opinion may write their own statement; however, the
entire group will decide upon the composition of the final report.

During the deliberations, the Task Force also decided to invite a speaker to make a presentation on

the “at large” system of government. If possible, the group would like to hear from more than one
speaker. The discussion of the at large form of government is tentatively scheduled for April 15.

Staff was directed to obtain current figures on Scottsdale build out and statistics for Phoenix runoff
elections.

FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE/AGENDA/LOGISTICS FOR PUBLIC HEARING

Copies of the Press Release and the Post Card mailer that will be used to notify citizens about the
April 8 and 9, 2003 Public Hearings were handed out (Attachments 2 and 3). Jeff Kulaga
mentioned that the post cards would be sent to over 7,000 and flyers would be distributed at City
buildings. The Task Force will meet again on April 1, 2003 to discuss the items on the “List of
Issues Requiring Further Discussion” and the process for the April 8 and 9, 2003 Public Hearings.

If time allows, the Task Force will also begin developing a list of the pros and cons of the districting
options under consideration.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member James Wellington moved to adjourn. Task Force member Michael Pickett
seconded the motion. Meeting was adjourned at 9:12 p.m. The next meeting of the District
Advisory Task Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, April 1, 2003 in the Human Resources Pinnacle
Room.
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CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Council District Advisory Task Force held on the 25th day of March 2003.

| further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 2nd day of April 2003.

CAROLYW JAGGER \\
Deputy City Clerk
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DAFT DRAFT 1 - Suggested Revisions presenied by Barbara Klem
For March 25 2003 meeting

p. 1, under Inreduction — after frst sentence.

ADD

The decision was moiivated by a citizens ' petition presented to the City Council on Ocrover 8, 2002.
The perition was prepared by and presented by a member of this iask force. and several other
members of this task force made public statements in support of it befcre the task force was
established.

Rational; Full disclosure

Consensus: Accept Reject

2.

p. 2, under Task Force Process - following 2™ paragraph, ending “througheut Maricopa County”
ADD -

There was no specific provision in the charge for imvesrigating opposition (o districting. The task
force, thus examined little in the \way of opposition, ard in so doing may have failed at the charge 10
conduct o “balanced” investigation in the view of some task force members.

Rational: To show why opposition issues were not prevalent in presentations.

Consensus: Accept Reject

3.
p. 4, paragraph 2, (staring “Subsequent to..”’) line 7-8, 2t the end of the following sentence “One

member provided the group with backgreund information oz alternative methods of voting.....
ADD

...that provide proportional representation.

Ratienal: clarification.

Consensus: Accept Rzject




4,

p. 4, paragraph 2 - foliowing line 8 (sentence discussed above) erding “propertional representation.”
ADD

The District Advisory Task Force was advised by Councilperson Lintlefield that it was not the intent
of the council to allow any consideration to such alternarives witiin the committee's charge.

Rational: To siate why alternative metnods of representation were ignored.

Consensus: Accept Rsject

5.

p. 4, paragrapn2 - line 12and 13
STRIKE

“alternative”

Rational:
a) suffices to make the point as written “ variety of district forms” (on line 12) and “four forms™
(line 13)
b) the word ‘alternative’ as used in election reform generally suggests a pro gressive voting
svstem for full representation, not a varisty of possible district forms.

Consensus: Accept Reject

6.
p. 4, bullets following paragraph two. After bulleted points
ADD parenthstical names

The election of six members by district. (Single Member Districts)

The election of three members by district and three at large. (Blended System)

The election of two members from each of three districts. (Multi-Member Districts)
The election of four members by district and two at large. (Blended System)

Rational; Clarify descriptions

Consensus: Accept Reject




7

p.5, paragraph 2 - last line

STRIKE

*and with which they routinely comply.”

Rational: it may be the intent to routinely comply, however this downplays the effort. The, well-
financad, independent re-districting commission: has been working over two years on this for AZ, anc

may still not be in compliance — or if they are, it is only with their last map of March 2003,
“Routinely comply ** is misizading to any reader end minimiz2s the tasx.

Consensus: Accept Reject

8.

p.5, following paragraph 2, as a new paragraph, making it paragraph 3

ADD

The commitiee acknowledges the financial risk of minority plaintive lawsuits or complaints, which
can be lodged against the city of Scotisdale, as a jurisdiction within a Pre-clearance state. T) s car
occur either at the time of initial districting or during any re-districting efforts. Further, the
districting process can be stalled by the Justice Deparment uniil each complaint is resolved,

Rational: Why has this risk been totally ignored? It siants the report. 1t denies the nsk isreal. For
the sake of complete and accurate information this point mus: be included.

Consensus: Accept Reject

9.

p. 5, To follow inserted sentences above, thus sentence 4 & 5 of new paragraph 3.
ADD

Due to problems with Single Member Districts or minority complaints of gerrymandering, since 1987
over 100 jurisdictions in the United States have adopted alternative systems 1o ensure "full”
representation. The vast majority of these changes were from pre-clearaitce states and mos: were
court-mandated.

Rational: Fuil disclosure
(Refererces citied in previous memo to committee)

Consensus: Accept Rejzct




16.

p.5, paragraph 4 (sentence L and 2 }
STRIKE

“with relative ease” (sentence 1).

(And all of sentence 2)

“The transition 10 electing members of the City Council by district nesé oniy be as complex as one
wan:s to make 1©.”

Rational: (see rational #7 above)

Tn addition, it is as “complex” as it needs to be — period. This sentence is insulting to election
officials who unders:znd the complexities and nuances invelved. It is, at best, slantzd to spezk of the
“caze.’’ and at worse, misleading.

Consensus: Accept Reject

il

p. 6, paragraph 4 (lines 6 and 7)  (Related to #10 above)

STRIKE

“the simplicity and administrative ease of any transition to a new form of government...”

Rational; As #7 and £10 above

Consensus: Accept Reject

12.

p. 7, paragraph L - starting on line &
STRIKE

“In addition, the cost of running for the City Council would be markedly reduced because of the
smaller area and stmaller population represented. The reduction in cost for individuals to run for the
Ciry Council, coupled with..”

Rational: This may seen: evident. But the only study (and not anecdotal evidence) that I know of -
and citied it a previous memo to this corunittes — says this is not the case. It seems deceptive 10
make this starsment unless we actually have statistics (NOT STORIES) regarding these outcomnes,
especiaily whea we have a study citing otherwise

[If other cities have actual statistics on this point, it would be zeceptable to include them as
appendixzs to this report, as well as should be the reference to the sudy that comradicts this
staternent. |

Consensus: Accept Rejec




13.

p.7, paragraph 2 - following first sentence after “increased voter wmout.”

ADD:

There is no evidence demonstrating that GISIFICIS increase voter Winicut.

MOVE:

Sentence “In othar words, the mere act of .....voier apathy” 1o follow the added sentence above and
placs it befora sentence starting “In addition, testimony....."

Rational: For clarification

[Ibelieve I may be able to produce statistics that show there is NO improvernent in voter turnout,
especially after the first election following districts. The report sentence is phrased in too positive of
a term and is thus misieading ] :

Consensus: Accept Reject

14.

n. 7, paragraph 2 - following sentence two, afier “ themselves from all districts.”

ADD

A common complaint of Single Member Districts is tha the probadility is highe for having areas
with unopposed candidates.

Rational: Report minimizes this problem. Even some of the “testimony” from what committes
members have tenmed “sister” cities noted this issue.

Consensus: Accept Reject

15.

p. 7, paragraph 2 - following last sentence

ADD

“Testimony” from the Glendale official affirmed that their "novth vs. south” issues have remained
unchanged even after districting.

Rational: To offer information on both sides. This is a particularly relevant statement to Scotisdale
znd should not be ignorec.

Consensus: Accept Reject




ié.

p. 7, paragraph 3 - line 5 (Sentence #3)

STRIKE

“Clearly, however, a move to a district-form of government, which is driven bv constitutional
principles, would assure that the significant diversities which exist in the Ciry would be reflectad in
the make-up of the City Council.”

Rational: There is no evidence to suppor; this. Phoenix cannot be used zs an example, as after going
to districts to refiect their large Hispanic population, they have elected none.

Nationa! evidence is diametrically opposed to this idea. Why ars we ignoring expert minority voices
on opposiie sides of the national political spectrum, such as Lani Guinier and Clearance Thomas, who
say that Single Member Districts are retrogressive for diversity and to minorities. and that they are
NOT the answer to full representation — that they are not proportional?

[Quotes citied in previous literature presented 10 committee, ]

Consensus: Accept Reject

I7.

p.8, following first Heading ~ before 1 paragraph- as edditional paragraph
ADD

The term "Peer' city refers to demographics alone. As none of these cities have, or had. an At-large
systent with a Majoriyy Requirement” none of them can be divecily conpared to Sconsdale's
elecroral svsten:.

Rational: While evaluaring other cities of comparable population, size, and denstty is reasonable and
useful, labeling of these aveas as “peer” cities” is a deliberately apnlied constraint to avoid looking at
other areas. AND as nene of them function under our system of At-large/Majority rule, they need not

be seen any more as peer than 2 few handful that, while not listed as “peer” cities have used Ar-
large/Majority rule.

Consensus: Accept Reject

18.

p. 8, paragrapk 3 - line 3, following words “9 (19%) have an “at large. ..
ADD

-Pluralin” form of government”

FOHO'\ViﬂU the eﬂd Of senience, aﬁer o and at 131'-_03 systermns™
=] [~
ADD

Nosie have Scottsdale’s At-large/Majority Requirement form of government

Rational: (asabove in#17). Plus, this point needs to be emphesized NOT HIDDEN within al the
supportive statements for districting.

Consensus: Accept Reject




19,

». 11 1% paragraph, penultimare sentence Tvoo? * need not be great.” 77

20,
p. 11, following last paragraph before recommendations as new paragrapn

ADD:

The additional costs which cannot be controlled, or planned for, would be those swrounding the
potential for more numerous rungffs. Separate districts in city elections, while maintaining a
majority requivement for the.winning candidate, can result in more frequznt and numerous runcff
elections.

Rational: Speaks for itself.
The nunoff of two candidates during the March 2002 election cost the Scottsdale taxpayer over

$108,000. This is worth mentioning and is an issue to take info considertion.

Consensus: Accept Reject
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Merch 19, 2003 Contaci;

Task force invites comments on district
elections, four options for study

—F

A ask forca studving a district election systen: for Scotisdale wants 10 hear clizens’
views for and agaiast distriets, inzluding their comments on four models for a distrce
syster tematively ideniified tor further sudy.

The 14-member District Advisory Task Force will conduct public Liearings in early Apni:
befors honing its fina! recontmenczsicns to the City Council. The four options the task

force is planning to study in more detail are:

o Asirzight” district systenn with six disticts, each represented by a singie councii

o Ahybrid svstem with three districts, each represented by twe council members.

e A hvbrid system with shres districts, eachrepresented by one council member,
and tmres additional council members elected at largs.

o Ahybrd system with four districts, each represenied by a council member, and
two additional council members elected at large.

I 2] svsiems under consideration, the mevar would continus to be elected 2t large.
Currently, all council members are elected a1 large, as well.

The task farce waznts to hear frorm citizens who want to continue the current at-lazze
glection system and hoae who support achangs o a ch:anL swvstern, Membears elso are
asking for comments on the four modsls tentatively chosern by the task Torce 2

other disTict svsiem op ions that the group sheuid ¢ -nsi 3T

-inore-




Page 2 -- Task force invites

Lyl

omments on council distriet systems

The zzarings ars set at the follew tmes end locatiors
o Spom Apnl § at the Via Linda Senicr Conter, 10440 E. Via Linda
o dpm. Apnl 9 at the Citw Hall Kive, 3935 N, Drinkowazer Bivd,

Tze Apnl 9 heating will be televised live on CityCable 11, Citizens mayv aisc lisien
1€ sesslon on the Interne: at wwow.ScottsdaieA” gov. Follow the links to CitvCable ?
and “Internet audio.”

Residents who can’t attend the meetings may offzr their input bv sendirg an e-mail to
citizen@Scottsdale A7 gov or serding comments by regular mail to:

Denna Bronski, Citv Atorrey’s Office

939 N. Drinxwater Bivd,

cottsdaie, AZ 8525 1.

Lry o

The task force 13 tentztively schaduled to presant its findings o the City Council in iate
May. Any changs in the methed of elacting Cirr Council members would require vater
aporeval of an ameadment to tae City Charter,

-30-
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The Districs Adwwsary Task Foree fnvites vour
comraents and questions on the cueseat st-larze
SySteml and a porentia! district system for elacuing
Scottsdaie City Councit members. Do you favor
the current system or a disericr svstem? Whar
apliuns seoiihd the task forse conside??

The task force has rentatively seleczed four sresof
district svsrems for further study. Under all svs-
terms, the mayer would continue te be elecrzd at
large:

 Six disorices, cach reprosented by 2 single coundil
marmber.

& Thres districs, each represented by nwo councd

-embers.

@ Threz districts, each repravected by a single
council memb, and three addiziena members
elecied ar large

# Fou: districrs, each represenced by 2 council
member, and two addifionad counci! members
elezzed at Large.
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Present: Jeffrey Abts William McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett
James Derouin " Roberta Pilcher
Suzanne Klapp Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Donald Scott
George Knowlton Lida Stewart

James Wellington

Also Present:
Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski
Govemment Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Patricia Badenoch, 5027 N. 71% Place, Scottsdale made the following comments:

" Wanted to know who suggested a four-district system having four members elected by district
and two members elected at large.

s Indicated a belief that runoff elections are tedious, labortous, and expensive.

= Asked how, under a Single Member District (SMD) form of government, the Justice
Departmient can achieve fair minority representation based on the composition of the city's
population.

«  Stated that the Task Force mission is too narrow in context and that it is the responsibility of the
members to inform the Council of a possible missed opportunity to provide for a broader scope.

MINUTES
Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the March 25, 2003 meeting of the District Advisory Task Force. Roberta Pilcher made the

motion, which was seconded by George Knowlton. Motion passed unanimously.

DRAFT REPORT

The members of the Task Force began the process of developing a list (Attachment 1) of the pros
and cons of the current at large system and the four districts forms of government under
consideration. The group decided not to debate or vote on the items on the list but to simply to
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assemble them as an evaluation tool for the group. Barbara Klein provided her items for the list in
writing {Attachment 2.

FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE/AGENDA/LOGISTICS FOR PUBLIC HEARING

The Chair reviewed the schedule for the April 8 (Via Linda Senior Center) and 9 (City Hall Kiva)
Public Hearings. Staff was asked to put together a tally sheet of all the public comments received to
date. The list will be generated after the April 8 and 9 Public Hearings so those comments can be
included in the report.

Senator Harry Mitchell will speak to the group about the at large system of government on April 15.
If Senator Mitchell is unable to attend, he has offered to find someone to speak in his place. On

April 22, Rick DeGraw is scheduled to present his views on the at large system.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member Roberta Pilcher moved to adjoura. Task Force member George Knowiton
seconded the motion. Meeting was adjourned at 7:27 p.m. The next regular meeting of the
District Advisory Task Force will be Tuesday, April 15, 2003 at 6:00 p.m. in the Human
Resources Pinnacle Room,

CERTIFICATE
| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Council District Advisory Task Force held on the 1st day of April 2003.
| further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 16th day of April 2003.

CAROLYN YAGSER
Deputy City Clerk
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Council District Advisory Task Force
Draft List of Pros and Cons
April 1, 2003

AT-LARGE (A-L) STATUS QUG - PRO

e @& & @& & & o » 5 5

Less possibility to pit communities against ¢ach other

Avoids logrolling

Known — easy for voters to understand

Admin — easy

Unrestricied candidates

Better qualified candidates because confidence of entire City of Scottsdale More ears
Interested in citywide/more view

Council can live anywhere

A-L less divisive (in fueling n/s matters)

All votes count equally despite voter turnout

Majority of voters already have the power of election (due to our rare A-L/Majority system)
Harder to entrench incumbents

Avoids extra costs of establishing districts - :

Avoids extra costs of Re-districting every 10 years (following each census)

.Avoids exira Administration Costs [This is different than 'ease of adrmunistration’]

All citizens have control in electing EACH councilmember

No complaints of Gerrymandering

A-L avoids additional risk of minority challenges and lawsuits

Maintaining A-L may aillow us to consider a Full representation’ system at a later date.

AT-LARGE STATUS QUO - CON

" & o & @

Con: no neighborhood rep.

Neighborhoods/spec. interest pity against each other

Encourages vote trading

At large: cost more {0 run

Breeding ground for coalitions to control City of Scottsdale Less likely to attract new people
to city gov.

Live far area represented

No specific “go to” person cr point of contact

A-L doesn’t address citizen concern of n/s matter (among others)

6 DIST.: 1 EACH - PRO

(A) FROM POLICY MAKER TO CONSTITUENT REP.
Easier to remove/recall incumbent

Better geographic representation

Increased outreach




Greatly reduce chance of coalition control
All reps considered politically equal
Identifies with 1 council member

Cost less to run for office

Not impact ¢/m form of gov.

Reduce n/s debate

May improve civility (among council w/citizens
Increased geographic rep on B&C

May equalize power

Makes for stronger Mayor (B)

Increase diversity as candidates

Better minority representation (C)

6 DISTRICTS 4 EACH - CON

e ® & & & 8 5 o & & 2 & @

(A)

Territorial & divisive

Limits ears

Limits candidate pool

More unopposed candidates
Potential for increased staffing needs
May create rapid power shift

(B)

No history of “better minority rep.”
Easier to enirench an incumbent
Possible gerrymandering

Primarily dist. Focused (C)

Greater chance for frequent and numerous runoff elections.

4 BY DIST: 2 @ LARGE — PRO

L ]

-

Maintain some citywide vision
Less divisive
Easier to stagger

4 BY DIST: 2 @ LARGE - CON

Larger districts

Full/partial council members
More confusing tc voters
Still cause coalition building

3 DIST: 2 EACH - PRO

More ears than 6/1 smd
Equal representation

[

-2




3IDIST: 2 EACH - CON

Divides city n/s/c

Causes power plays w/in dist.
Creates super councilperson
More change for coalition control

3DIST: 3 @ LARGE -~ PRO

e Less dramatic from status quo
e Potential to maintain city wide vision

3DIST: 3 @ LARGE - CON

o Easier coalition control

More potential confusion for voters
Full vs. partial council members
Divides city n/s/c

Majority still @ large

How stagger terms?

Admin. Difficult

Cost maybe most costly

Larger districts
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April 1, 2003
To: DAFT Members, City Council, Staff and Residents

Attached is my summary of “Support for the Current At-large System in Scottsdale.” Admittedly, [ do not
wholeheartedly support the typical At-Large system. BUT that does not transiate into automatic support for
districting in any way.

Disregarding that [ am repeating myself, I must say that the city council inadvertently did not ask the ‘right
question.” I believe our ‘charge’ was flawed and not broad enough. Alternative election systems offer fair and
equitable votes to all of Scottsdale (for even more than the majority or for select neighborhoods); in addition,
they are more powerfu! at representing the overall choices of voting citizens. All of this, and with a money-
saving price tag. Considering movement in other parts of the country to “proportional representation,”
repeating outdated solutions by establishing districts is retrogressive. Full representation is progressive.

If I can be so bold as to apply the Morrison Institute report to Election Reform, let e ask why don’t we “take
the Lead — being the first, the best of the only”? Acdopting an altemative “full” representation system would be
an example of Scottsdale ‘upgrading’ to “Scottsdale 2.0 Version.” Furthermore, the report wams against
becoming “Splitsdale” and states. “For Scottsdale to thrive in the fature, each of the three Scottsdales must
build on its own role and work together...do a better job of relating to each other...” The report implies we
must look beyond the borders of our neighborhoods or even cur city to see how our parts werk together and
how we fit in with areas around us. The answer is not splitting us into districts, fracturing our power, so that we
can each struggle for our own way.

While compromise is ofien admired, I believe Synergy is much more valuable, where instead of each side
giving up a little, everyone gets a bit more than expected. IfIsupported districts on this task force, it would be
simply based on compromise. Iam not sure it is necessary. I would rather support the ‘best’ than just change.
One of the several alternative election systems available would be a superior answer, real synergy for all.

I am sorry that we are not able to address these alternative election systems as a task force, as I believe our
decisions are unnecessarily constrained. This is a major reason why I support our current system, because [
believe we could make a better decision et a later time by thinking outside the artificial box.

All that being said, I have sincerely presented the benefits of our At-large system. Ibelieve our current At-
Large/Majority rule system (extremely rare outside of Maricopa) has representation advantages over districting
for Scottsdale.

Respectfully,
Barbara Klein, DAFT member




Support for the Current At-large (A-L) System in Scottsdale

. At-large maintains the cpportunity for ALL
of Scottsdale to woerk cohesively and function as one
city, despite historical failures (or successes). Districts
can be divisive — promoting “Splitsdale.”

. ALL Votes Count Equally.
Whereas in g district systern, in areas of the ity with
lowar voter turnout a single vote is more heavily
influental than m a district with better voter turnout.

. Beczuse of our A-L /Majority Requirement
rule System (rare outside of Maricopa}, the majority of
residents {no matter where they live) already have the
Power 1o elect preferred representatives— if they vote!

. Full Slate of Candidates with At-large.
An A-L system in Scottsdals has competitiveness. )
There is a greater chance of running UNOPPGSED
candidates in districts (especially Single Member
Districts — ofien referred to as “strict’ districis) This is a
less represeniative government — not more.

. Districts can produce more frequent,
sirnultaneous and numercus runofis. (A district runoff
will cost more than 1/6" of current Scottsdale nnoffs.)

. Harder to entrench incumbents At-large.
Incumbents always have an advantage. Perhaps due tor
name recognition, incumbents can be more easily
entrenched in a district with a field of | out of 1, than iz
an A-L field of 1 out of 6. For this or other reasons,
distriets can become ‘safe’ for incumbenis.

. A-L system allows citizens more ‘ears’ to
listen to their problems, as they can contact any council
members, and are not just limited to one (or even two).

. In relationship to above, A-L gives citizens
more personalities to refate to, or work with. In a district
you may elect someone close to you physically, but if
you get little satisfaction (or don’t ‘get along') with your
own representative, you have little place else to go.

. Would you rather have a neighborhood
representative who shares NONE of your views, or
Would vou rather be represented by someone outside of
your neighborhood, but who supports your views?

Some say a district offers you a more ‘accountable’ &
supportive representative, but this is not a guarantes.
There is statistically more chance in A-L system to
have views shared by SOME councilmember(s).

) Avoids divisive “pork-barrel” deals.

) Current A-L system — avoids the extra Cost
in establighing dismicts, (approximately $150,000-
200,000}, thus avoiding greater budger crunch

. No extra Cest for Re-districting every 10
vears (after the census)

. No extra Administrative Costs with A-L.
Exira diswicts have increased costs (different ballors,
staif waining, more neighborkood maps and detailed
demnographics, possibly more assistants or office space).

* At-large gives ALL citizens control in
electing EACH councilmember — nct just one (or two).

) No complaint of Gerrymandering
effecting nsighborhood groups (cormmen with districts).

. Technology advances have levelad the
playing field of communication for A-L; soneither A-L
nor Districts has communication advantage for residents.

- ‘A;t'lﬁ"ﬂe sncoura np.r' “Thinling Bin’?
. . A-‘:_: e L wl-b-:u :l IAA‘A.I.ILIAAS &
instead of “Thinking Small" it districts.

. A-L avoids additional risk of

challenges and lawsuits from a growing minority
population (even though at 11.6% Scottsdale
minority is smaller than most cities}. This increased
risk at time cof districting or re-districting is due to
AZ’s status as a “Preclearance”™ state, which must
abide by strici-Department of Justice rules
surrounding the national Voting Righrs Act.

[Due to problems with Single Member Districts or
minority cemplaints of gerrymandering, since 1987 over
100 furisdictions in U.S. have adopted alternative
svstems to ensure "full” representation. The vast
majority of these changes were from pre-clearance
states and most were court—mandared.]

. Maintaining A-L would allew us to
establish what is known as “full representation”
systems to all — with new alternative voting systems
down the road. (This task force was not charged —or
allowed — to address this alternative.)

. In reference to 2bove, if we spend so much
money establishing districts, who would want {o tum
around and ‘dis-assemble’ thern — even if the goal was to
implement a system of greater representation and a
vastly less expensive method?

. Our At-large/majority rule system shoulc
not be directly compared to other At-large systems.

. In our rare, At-large /Mzjoricy system we
could encourage the majority to rule by less expensive
ways, such as: 1) Candidate Encouragement Programs
coupled with Voter Education Campaigns
2) Get out the voie Efforts and Services
3) Council-Citizen Town Meetings rotating in varicus
neighborhoods. )

“People who say ‘change a broken system, it can't

. get worse’ - can be wrong.”

'
3

Patrick Dariei Moyninan |
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MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE - PUBLIC HEARING
Tuesday, April 8, 2003

Present: Jeffrey Abts Michael Pickett
Susan Bitter Smith Roberta Pilcher
James Derouin Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Donald Scott
George Knowlton Lida Stewart
Wendy Lyons James Wellington
William McCluskey

Also Present:
Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Siith called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m.

INTRODUCTION OF MEMBERS AND OVERVIEW OF COUNCIL DISTRICT
ADVISORY TASK FORCE PRELIMINARY DRAFT REPORT

The Task Force members introduced themselves, and then Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith provided
an overview of the process used to prepare the District Advisory Task Force Preliminary Draft
Report.

PUBLIC HEARING

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith opened the Public Hearing at 6:12 p.m. The following comments
were received:

Mary Ryland, 13829 E. Kalil Dr., Scottsdale, spoke in favor of a district system. Ms. Ryland
indicated a preference for some Councilmembers to be elected by district and some to be elected at
large. She believes council members elected from a district system can maintain a “whole city”
view while representing their individual districts,

Tami Harris, 7718 N. Via de Fonda, Scottsdale, submitted a Comment Card in support of one
Councilmember elected per district and three elected at large.

Tony Sissons, 5631 N. 6th St., Phoenix, submitted a Comment Card indicating that he was
monitoring the process.

Raymond R. Currens, 9648 E. Sulton Dr., Scottsdale, spoke in favor of a single district system. He
believes a district system will increase voter participation in elections.
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Avery Harnis, 7718 N. Via de Fonda, Scottsdale, spoke in support of a three district system with one
member elected by district and one elected at large to coincide with the three police districts, stating
that the police district system works well and resources are shared well between the three districts.
Joyce Winston, 7870 E. Visao Dr., Scottsdale, did not favor districts, but stated that she would
prefer that the majority of the Council be elected at large if Scottsdale were to go to a district
system. She believes it important to encourage district representatives to represent the entire city,
not just their individual districts.

Bob Howard, 10743 E. San Salvador, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of having either three districts, with
two Councilmembers elected from each district, or six districts. He believes a district system will
limit the power of any one region of the city.

Sonnie Stevens, 8507 E. Highland, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of an at large form of government for
Scottsdale. She is concerned that a district system will cause more division in the city.

Janet Wilson, 7014 Via de Paesia, Scottsdale, indicated a preference for the current form of
government. However, if Scottsdale were to have a district system, she would like to see a system
in which some of the members were elected at large. She likes the current system and is concerned
that members elected from a district system will lack an overall city vision.

Nona L. Oliver, 6908 E. Portland, Scottsdale, stated that she wanted to see better representation for
the different areas of Scottsdale.

Norman Vkeiley, 13838 E. Laurel, Scottsdale, suggested that the Task Force consider an option to
retain the current at large form government.

Copies of the comment cards are attached (Attachment 1).

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith closed the Public Hearing at 6:43 p.m.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith thanked everyone for their participation and provided contact
information to members of the public who want to provide written comments:

Donna Bronski, City Attorney’s Office, 3939 N, Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251;

citizen@ScottsdaleAZ. gov

ADJOURNMENT

Meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m. The next regular meeting of the District Advisory Task
Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, April 15, 2003 in the Human Resources Pinnacle Room.
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CERTIFICATE

I hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Council District Advisory Task Force heid on the 8th day of April 2003.

[ further certify that the meeting was duly cailed and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 16th day of April 2003.

USSR

o Mﬁ
CAROLYN JAGGHR
Deputy City Clerk
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SPEAKER/CITIZEN COMMENT CARD

This card is for providing comments when attending City Councll and other public mestings, ]
whethar or not you wish to speax.

Cards must be submitted BEFORE public testimony has begun on the item.
Testimany is limited tc 3 minutes per speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to speakers
representing ftwo or more persons. Cards for designated speakers and the persons they

. reprasent must be submitted together.
A P _ APR 0 8 200!

E R _—’:‘ - R LW -7 FARE — N
SLEASE FRINTNAME . /770 /= 7 o ¥ g o AL - MEETING DATE

IF APPLICABLE. NAME THE GROUP OR
QRGANIZATION YOU REPRESENT
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ADDRESS 7 = X I A= N pei e \_,-_)_,z—, N T e S D op T2 Y
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HOME PHONE {7 & &7 | bt fuw N = WORK PECONE -

[ YES. 1 WISH TO SPEARRFGARDING ITEM #
N

[T NG, 1 DO NOT WISH TO SPEAK, BUT WiSH TO COMMENT ON BACK OF THIS CARD.
[T}t AM IN FAVOR OF AGENDA ITEM # ] 1AM OPROSED TO AGENDA ITEM #

D IWISH TO SPEAK DURING "PUBLIC COMMENTS" CONCERNING

Public cornments are fimited to iterns not atherwise fisted on the agenda. Citizens may complete one speakerciizen comiment card per
night and submit it tc the City Clerk before or during the meeting. Council will fisten to your rernarks, but is prohibited by state iaw from

discussing items which are not specifically listed o the agenda and posted at least 24-hours before the meeting begins. -

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.




Ca R
Piease give this card to the clerk at the meeting BEFCRE public testimony begins on the item you wish to addrass.
HOW TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL OR BOARD/ICOMMISSION:
- The chair will calt your name when it is your turn to speak.
- Appteach the pedium and state your name and address for the record.

- Groups wishing 19 speak should eisct a spokesperson to represent the visws of the group.

Comments are fimited to 3 minutes.
Speakers rapresenting two Or more persons may be granted additional time

A green light will appear when you begin your comments

A yeHow light wiil appear when you have ane minute remaining
A red tight will appear when yaur 3 minutes are up

Comments




SPEAKER/CITIZEN COMMENT CARD [ o

This card is for providing comments when attanding City Counreil and othar pubfic meetings,
whether ¢r Aot you wish to speak, LN
Cards must he submitted BEFORE public testimony has begun on the itermn. ;
Testimony is limited to 3 minutes per speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to speakers
representing two or more persons. Cards for designated speakers and the persons they
rapresent must be submitted together.
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i'N\H TO SPEAK, BUT WiSH TO COMMENT ON BACK GF THIS CARD.

D ! AM IN FAVOR OF AGENDAITEM# D IAM OPPOSED TO AGENDA ITEM #

[ IWISH TC SPEAK DURING "PUBLIC COMMENTS" CONCERNING

Bublic comments are Bimited io items not otherwise fisted on the agenda. Citizens may complete one speakeffcitizen comment card per
night ard submit it to the City Clerk before or during the meeting. Council will listen to your remarks, but is prohibited by state Jaw from
discussing iterns which are not specifically listed or: the agenda and posted at least 24-hours before the meeling begins. ’

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.




Please give this card to the clerk at the meeting BEFQORE public testimony begins ¢cn

the itam you wish to address. : )
HOW TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL OR BOARD/COMMISSION:

- The chair will call yaur name when it is vour turn to speak.
- Approach the podium and state your name and address for the racord.

- Groups wishing fo speak should elact a spokesperson o represent the views oithe graup.

Cemments are imited 1o 3 minutes.
Speaksrs represeniing two or more persons may be granted additional time

A green fight will appear when you begin your comments
A yeliow light will appear when you have one minute remairing
A red light will appear whan your 3 minutes are up

Comments
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SPEAKER/CITIZEN COMMENT CARD T

This card is for providing comments when altending City Councl! and other public mestings. \§
whather or not you wish to speax.

Cards must be submitted BEFORE public testimony has begun on the item.
Testimony is limited to 3 minutes per speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to speakers
represanting two or more persons. Cards for designated speakers and the persons they
represent must be submitted together.
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D IWISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC CCMMENTS® CCNCERNING

Puhiic cornments ara limited fo ifems not othenwise fisted on the agenda. Cifizens may complete one speaker/citizen cormment card per
night and submit it fo the City Clerk before or during the meeting. Council will listen to your remarks, butis prohibited by sfate faw from
discussing items which are not specifically listed on the agenda.and posted at least 24-hours before the meeting begins.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona taw.




Please give this card ta the clerk at the meeting BEFORE public testimony begins an the item you wisn tc address,

HOW TO ACDRESS THE COUNCIL OR BOARD/COMMISSION:
- Thie chair will call your name when it is your turn t9 speak.
- Approach the pedium and state your name and address for the record.

- Groups wishing to speak should elec: a spekesparsen {o represent the views of the group.

Comments are fimitad to 3 minutas.
Speakers representing twa or more persons may be grantec additional time

A green light witl appear when you begin your comments
A yeilow light will appear when you have one minute remaining
A red light will appear when your 3 minutes are up
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SPEAKER/CITIZEN COMMENT CARD

This card is for providing comments when attending City Council and ather public meetfings, )\}\
whether or not you wish to spaak.

Cards must be submitted BEFORE public testimony has begun on the item.
Testimony 1s limitad to 3 minutes par speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to speakers
representing two or more persons, Cards for designated speakers and the persons they
represent riust be submitted together.
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ght and submit it to the City Clerk before or during the mesting. Counci will fisten to your remaiks, but is prohibited by staie law from
scussing items which are not specifically listed on the agenda and posted at loast 24-hours before the meeting begins.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.






SPEAKER/CITIZEN COMMENT CARD \{
Voou

This card is for praviding commenis whan attending City Council and other public mestings,
whether or not you wisn to spaak, ~J
Cards must be submitted BEFORE public testimony has begun on the item.
Testimony is {imited to 3 minutes per Speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to speakers
representing two or more persons. Cards for designated speakers and tha persons they
represent must be submitted together.

pLEasEPRINTNaME_TY ERY g s MEETINGDATE____ ADp 4 & 1naq
géquLJCABELE, NAMETHEGROUP OR - &g

GANIZATION YOU REPRESENT
ADDRESS__ 711 % VY i@ op 4 np zp
HOMEPHONE_M &% -i%3i~ <914 WORK PHONE

~L/ | YES, | WISHTO SPEAK REGARDING ITEM #

O N SPEAK, BUT WISH TO COMMENT ON BACK OF TH!S CARD.

C] 1AM IN FAVOR OF AGENDA ITEM # D I AM QPPOSED TOAGENDA ITEM #
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Public comments arz limited to items not otherwise listed on the agenda. Citizens may complete ons speakedcitizen cormnment card per
night and submit it fo the City Clerk before or during the mesting. Courcit will fister fo your remarks, bul is prohibited by state faw from
discussing items which are not specifically listsd on the agenda and posted at least 24-hours before the meefing begins.
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Please give this card to the clerk at the mesting BEFORE public testimony begins on ihe item you wish to address.
HOW TO ADDRESS THE CCUNCIL OR BOARD/COMMISSION:

- The chair will call your name whear it is your tum to speak.

- Approach the podium and state your name and address for the record,

- Groups wishing to soeak should elect  spokesperson fo represent the views of the group.

Comments are limited to 3 minuies.
Speakers representing fwo or more persons may be granted additions! time

A green light will appear when you begin your comments
A yellow light will appear when you have ong minute remaining
A red light will appear when your 3 minutes are up
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SPEAKER/CITIZEN COMMENT CARD

This card is forproviding comments when aftending City Council and other public meetings,
whether or cot you wish te speak.

Cards must be submitted BEFORE pubiic testimony has begun on the item,
Testimony is limited to 3 minutes per speaker. Additional time MAY be granted to speakers
representing two or more persons. Cards for designated speakers and the persons they
represent must be submitted together.
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E{"l WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENTS" CONCERNING

" Bublic comments are limited to tems nof otherwisa listed o the agsnda. Cifizens may compiete one speaker/citizen comment card per
night and submit it to the City Clerk before or during the meeting. Councit will fisten to your remarks, but is prohibited by séate law from
discussing items which are not specifically listed on the agenda and posted at least 24-hours hefaore the meeling begins.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona faw.



whether or net you wish to speak.
Cards must be submitted BEFORE public testimany has begun on the item.
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MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE ~ PUBLIC HEARING
Wednesday, April 9, 2003

Present: Jeffrey Abts William McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett
James Derouin Roberta Pilcher
Barbara Klein Donald Scott
George Knowlton James Wellington
Wendy Lyons

Also Present:
Deputy City Atiormey Donna Bronski
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

o

Chairperson Susan Bitter Sniith called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m.

INTRODUCTION OF MEMBERS AND "OVERVIEW OF COUNCIL DISTRICT
ADVISORY TASK FORCE PRETLIMINARY DRAFT REPORT -

The Task Force members introduced themselves, and then Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith provided
an overview of the process used to prepare the District Advisory Task Force Preliminary Draft
Report.

PUBLIC HEARING

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith opened the Public Hearing at 6:10 p.m. The following
comments were received:

Kirsten Kolins, 2824 N. 81°" Way, Scottsdale, submitted a card in support of a six-district system.
William Crawford, 6442 E. Camelback, Scottsdale, spoke on behalf of himself, Debbie Kary, 9427
E. Pine Valley Road, Scottsdale; Sam Lunsway, 6442 E. Camelback, Scottsdale; and Bonnie
Knowlton, 8701 E. Valley View Road, Scottsdale. Mr. Crawford spoke in favor of a six-district
system and provided written comments on his recommendation (Attachment 1).

Patty Badenoch, 5027 N. 71* Place, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of an eight-Councilmember, four-
district system, with a Mayor elected at large, and provided written comments on her
recommendations {Attachment 2).

Darlene Petersen, 7327 E. Wilshire Drive, Scottsdale, spoke against district systems, believing that
the current system is working fine

Bill Jenkins, 7719 E. Vernon Avenue, Scottsdale, did not indicate a preference for a particular form
of government. However, he stated that any district system under consideration should include a
stipulation that a Councilmember must reside in the district where he or she is elected.
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Jim Foley, 7925 E. Bonita Drive, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of a six-district form of government,
believing that a district system will increase accountability in government.

Angela Jacobsen, 7562 E. Belleview Street, Scottsdale, favors districts, but did not indicate a
preference on which type. She believes that a district system will promote open government.
Phyllis McBride, 8239 E. Camelback Road, Scottsdale, stated that she wanted some form of change
in Scottsdale government and stated her feeling that people in the South are treated like second-
class citizens

Bob Vaire, 10040 E. Happy Valley Road, #451, Scotisdale, spoke on behalf of himself, and for Inge
Vairo, of the same address. Mr. Vairo challenged the Task Force to answer the questions outlined
at the beginning of the draft report. He also stated that the Coalition of Pinnacle Peak (COPP) has
not taken an official position on the districting question.

Jane Fallek, 6633 E. 2™ Street, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of a six-district form of government and
her belief that it costs less to run for office in a district system.

Philip A. Fallek, 6633 E. 2" Sireet, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of a six-district form of government.
Merlin Gindlesperger, 6918 E. Edgemont Avenue, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of districts, but did not
indicate a preference on which type. He feels a district system improves the level of public
participation in government.

Ann Thompson, 6134 E. Harvard Street, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of a six-district form of
govermment.

Mike Bentler, 3314 N. 68" Street, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of a six-district form of government.
Mr. Bentler opposes a partial at large, “watered down” system.

Sam West, 8160 N. Hayden, #J-210, Scottsdale, cautioned against districts and stated that he, too,
would like to see the Task Force answer the questions outlined in the draft report. Mr. West
believes that a district system limits the public’s access to council members.

Loren Langslet, 2521 N. Miller Road, Scotisdale, spoke on behalf of himself, Patricia S. Dooher,
4701 N. 68" Street, #133, Scottsdale, and Clara Lupke, 4701 N. 681 Street, #1153, Scottsdale. Mr.
Langslet spoke in favor of a six-district system and provided written comments on his
recommendation (Attachment 3).

Sharon Oberritter, 8614 E. Orange Blossom, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of a six-district form of
government. Ms. Oberritter believes a district system will give her a greater voice in city
governance.

Copies of the comment cards are attached (Attachment 4).

The Chair explained to the audience that the current version of the District Advisory Task Force
report is a draft and that the questions contained in the report would be answered before the final
report was published.

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith closed the Public Hearing at 7:22 p.m.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith thanked everyone for their participation and provided contact
information to members of the public who want to provide written comments:
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Donna Bronski, City Attorney’s Office, 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251.
citizen@wScottsdaleAZ. gov

ADJOURNMENT

Meeting was adjourned at 7:23 p.m. The next regular meeting of the District Advisory Task
Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, April 15,2003 in the Human Resources Pinnacle Room.

CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a frue and correct copy of the Minutes of the
Council District Advisory Task Force held on the 9th day of April 2003.

| further certify that the meeting was duly cailed and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 16th daylof April 2003.

0\

CLA(-')JLJ\__
CAROLYNVAGGER

Deputy City Clerk
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Good Evening Task Force Members,

I want to thank you all very much for taking your precious time to volunteer
for one of the most important Advisory Tasks Forces this city has, or
probably will ever, see. I would also like to thank the City Council for
having the foresight to see the benefits of this exercise. The final decision
of this Task Force will have ¢ HUGE effect on this City, its history, and

most importantly, its future.

So as to stay on message, and allow the viewing and listening public to hear
what I feel is extremely critical information on the subject of Council
Districts, I will refer to my written comments during this presentation to
you, and then hand them to your chairperson so they can be entered into
the public record. I have borrowed some of the illustrations that have
been presented at some of your meetings for ease and flow of my

presentation.

My name is William Crawford. I live on E. Camelback Road here in
Scottsdale. I have lived in both south and north Scottsdeale; I know and love
them both equally. Until very recently, I was a small business owner with a

facility in downtown Scottsdale.
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Because T became alarmed and frustrated in the 1990's by the domination
of local politics by a single, narrow visioned organization, I became the
chairman of the now dissolved "Council Districts for Scottsdale”. This was a
group organized by a number of citizens for the sole purpose of
encouraging the Scottsdale City Council to change the City Charter so as to
prevent any special interest groups or codlitions from controlling
Scottsdale City government. We proposed fo do this through the use of ¢

"Straight 6" Council District configuration.

We performed months and months of intense, exhaustive research on how
this could be accomplished and why the “Straight 6" configuration was
superior to any other system although, like everything in life, it would éof
be perfect. In our belief, however, it would be vastly superior to the
present "At-Large" system which has proven that it can be easily dominated
by a single, narrow visioned, group to the detriment of the entire city, its

growth, and its economy.

We were very fortunate to have a Scottsdale attorney help us write the
charter reform language necessary to accomplish these goals based on the
language used by the City of Mesa. This language will be given to your

Chairperson for your review when I conclude my presentation.
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We had support from scores of citizens, local organizations, some current,
and former city officials, along with former council candidates. Just
before we were about to get signatures on a petition to be presented to
the City Council, we were very strongly warned by a person within the city
that we needed to research the city Boards, Commissions, and Committee
structures and membership lists because it would critically impact what we

were about to do.

Ladies and Gentlemen, we were TOTALLY SHOCKED to uncover a very little

known, yet critical public fact: The attorney for the Coalition of Pinnacle

Peak, the single most powerful Political Action Committee in Scottsdale

history. had been appointed to, and had become the chairman of, the mast

powerful Commission in non-elected Scottsdale City government--the

Charter Review Advisory Commission.

This commission makes recommendations to the City Council on proposed
changes to the City Charter. In other words, our efforts to assure good
government by a charter amendment that would have affected COPP by

limiting their position of power was going fo be subject to the approval of a

Commission Chaired by COPP’s own attorney | For the COPP supported and

sponsored majority on the City Council to appoint the attorney for COPP to
the Charter Review Advisory Commission was, in my opinion, a blatant,

overtly abusive use of power, and an underhanded slap in the face 1o the

3



unsuspecting citizens of this already beleaguered City. This was the
situation from June 1998 to June 2002. The fact that this specific
commission no longer exists doesn't eliminate the fact that one single, well
financed, narrow visioned group can wield so much power under our current
“At-Large” system. I'm enclosing a copy of the '98-02 Charter Review

Advisory Commission member list for your use to verify the above facts.

What happened to our effort? The spokesman for COPP's board of
Directors had written a letter to the Scottsdale Tribune indicating that
COPP would not support council districts for Scottsdale as he didn't feel
they were necessary. More recently, on November 27, 2002, one of the

founders of COPP stated in the Scottsdale Views newspaper "My pr'obieml

with districts is that there aren't enough people in every geographical area

qualified and willing to serve" and, "There are only 20 to 30 people in this

city willing to serve on the City Council and very few of them live in the

South”. So, as you can see, some members of COPP had made the decision
that apparently, those in the south weren't worthy or wouldn't serve on any
City Council !l Regardless, we knew after the Scottsdale Tribune letter,
that all of our effort would be dead on arrival. During this period, city
politics was poisoned, and divergent or inclusive views were not tolerated.

In shorﬁ‘, we threw in the towel to await another day.



Why is all of this important to us as citizens? Because narrow visioned city
government run by a majority supported and sponsored by a powerful PAC
such as COPP reduces our quality of life in every way. The recent Morrison
Institute Report highlighted how the economic fortunes of our city have
declined because Scottsdale has become known as “Stopsville" and
"Splittsville." The report points out that Scottsdale has two economic
engines--South Scottsdale (that portion below Chaparral) and Central
Scottsdale (that portion between Chaperral and the C.AP. Canal). It also
highlights that Scottsdale lives and dies by the sales tax collected and
that to fund our quality of life, that funding source has to be maintained

and grown.

For the last ten years, Scottsdale, under the “At-Large” system of
government, hasn't focused on city-wide issues; it has focused on narrow
issues of interest to only the few who have dominated the political scene.
As a result, the city has an increasing deficit, and the economy of the
entire city has been damaged because the sales tax producing areas of this

city have either been ignored, or changed to non-tax producing status.



Now, let's face it, we are all in this together. As anexample:

1.

!"\)

How do we pay for the infrastructure and other improvements in
what's called North Scottsdale? Sales Tax revenues generated

from the businesses in the rest of the cityl

Whe is respeonsible for the Los Arcos and Smitty's fiascos? The

peoble who control city government.

Who is responsible for the deterioration of the original downtown

area? The people who control city government.

Who benefits from the "Preserve” that we see publicized so much?
Primarily, the people who live closest to it. But who pays for it?
We all do through the sales tax. It would be nice, now that we've
all paid for it, if we could get access to it through the trail system

which has existed for years.

A prior ¢ity council refused to come to an agreement with the city
of Phoenix to share sales tax revenue for development along the
common border with Phoenix along Scottsdale Road north of the
C.AP. Now Phoenix steals our business with impunity; and we have

to subsidize Phoenix businesses to get them to move to Scottsdale.

6
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We also must maintain a busier, overcrowded Scottsdale Road
which serves these new Phoenix businesses, Who is responsible for

this ridiculous and costly situation? The people who control city

qovernment,

To the b scenarios above, I ask: If our "At-Large” form of government is
so great and equally fair for everyone, how did so many bad and negative
things happen to this city? Under a "Straight 6" district form of
government, the city would have had a broader, rather than a narrower,
point of view. We would have had diversity. All parts of the city would
have had equal, elected, accountable, representation as cbmpar'ed to what

we have now: and all issues would have been considered.

Only because people like Bob Littlefield have challenged COPP, without
regard for the political consequences, has COPP's stranglehold on power in
this city begun to be diminished. Under the current "At-Large” system
however, that narrow visioned power structure could reappear during any
election as a result of any wealthy, well organized and focused group,
South, North, or Central, wanting undue influence with the city council. I
submit to you, that is not visionary, and it is not good government. It will

not restore the luster and the needed sales tax base to Scottsdale as a

city.



How can people who don't frequent those areas of the city below Cactus

Road make good decisions about those areas of the city below Cactus Road?

*Straight 6" Council Districts is the best option available to the citizens of
this city to solve the problem of the domination of the many by the
organized, narrow visioned, few. Is "Straight 6" perfect? No, as I said
before, there is no panacea as we all know. It is, however, far better than
what we have by a wide margin because it will restore city-wide vision to a

city that currently has no apparent vision or direction at all,

For those of you who worry that the City Council or city staff would have
the final decision on the "Straight 6" district boundaries, let me assure you
that can't happen due to Federal Laws. The final decision belongs to the
Federal Department of Justice as provided under Federal Law so
manipulation and gerrymandering of boundaries by local officials cannot
happen. In addition, those boundaries would be adjusted by Federal
Mandate every decade based on the Federal Census population additions or

subtractions.
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In summary:

o

We need a "Straight 6" district system to assure equal, elected, and
accountable representation for all parts of the city and to assure

every citizen, a city-wide vision and a level! political playing field.

We need to have the opticn availeble to mcke serving on the City
Council affordable and achievable for all eligible citizens in every

corner of this city.

We need to have accountability to the people, not to narrow visioned

political action committees or coalitions.

With "Straight 6" Council Districts, all city service areas will remain
as currently defined and without any connection to newly established
Council District boundaries. There will also be no need to expand any

of the city facilities used by the current city council.

We need to maintain the office of Mayor as an "At-Large" office as it
currently is established. The Mayor, under a "Straight 6" District
system, will become a more highly visible consensus builder and will be

more of an "equalizer” than other members of the council. He or she
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will also assure that there is equal representation from all council

districts on city boards, commissions, and committees.

The Morrison Institute Report states that this city needs to revitalize
itself not only economically, but politically. To accomplish that goal, the
revitalization of South Scottsdale is critical. How can that be accomplished
if that area of the city is not properly invclved and represented in the
political process? How can it be properly involved and represented if 6 of

the 7 councii members including the Mayor live north of Shea Bivd?

I strongly encourage this Task Force to recommend a "Straight 6" Council
District system as the ONLY means of assuring that ALL areas of this

diverse City have equal, elected, representation for each of 6 areas.

I encourage the current City Council and Mayor Manross NOT te follow in
the footsteps of other Valley City Councils by putting their own version of a
system on the same ballot s¢ as to confuse and dilute the votes of the
voters of this city. We need our Council be inclusive and to look at city
wide issues rather than the issues on the agenda of one single, power
grabbing group by simply embracing the "Straight 6" concept of districting
and by putting it on the ballot for public examination and approval.

Thank you Ladies and Gentlemen for your time and patience, and for

listening to these somewhat lengthy facts and suggestions. This process is

10




a breath of fresh air--particularly given what we have lived through for the

last ten years,

Do any of you have any questions?
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Proposed Changes to the Scottsdale City Charter

ARTICLE 2. THE COUNCIL

Sec. 1. Powers of the Council.

All powers of the City, not in conflict with the constitution and subject to the limitations of
this charter, shall be vested in the Council, who shall enact appropriate legislation and do and
perform any and all acts and things which may be necessary and proper to carry out these
powers or any of the provisions of this charter.

Sec. 2. Number; selection.
The Councii shall consist of ap_elected Mayor and six (6) Councimen elected

Councilpersons; clected,—from—the-City-at-large one (1) Councilperson elected from
each of six (6) geographical districts within the City of Scottsdale, and a Mayor

elected from the City-at-Large.

A. The initial district boundaries and all subsequent redistricting shall be
established by either: (A) an independent firm recognized by the Justice
Department as qualified and experienced with a record of guality decisions
‘and results alonqg_ with reasonable fees.. Or (B) a volunteer, seven (7)
person- nonpartisan - commission appointed from seven (7) different
Socioeconomic areas of the City by the City Council. Commission appointees
cannot work for. or in any way be associated with Scottsdale City
government or its personnel. Said Commission shall be appointed within
sixty (60} days from the day these Amendments to the City Charter take

affect

B. The City Council shall approve the commission’s recommendations within
thirty (30) days_ of submission, or if disapproved, sent back to the
commission for reconsideration: the_ second recommendation from the
commission shall be submitted to the Council within sixty (60) days of the
first City Council disapproval and then be deemed final with or without City
Council approval.

C. For identification purposes, districts shall be numbered one (1} through six
{6).

D. The initial district boundaries shall be substantially equalized by geography
and population according to the 2000 United States Census and thereafter,
district boundaries shall be_ substantially egualized by geography and
population according to each succeeding United States Census. The
redrawing of district boundaries shall not remove the residence of an
incumbent Councilperson_from the District he was elected to represent
during his term in that office. District boundaries shall not be redrawn
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between the first day_nominating papers for Mayor and/or Councilperson

may be filed and the date of the immediately following_City general

efection.

E. The initial districts and boundaries thereto are to be established by the

aforementioned Commission and approved by the City Council so as to be in
effect in time for the next general election.

F. Elections for Mayor and/or Councilperson shall be held in each even-
numbered year as provided in Article 9 of the City Charter. Districts that
contain the residences of Councilpersons whose first four (4) year term
expires in_2004 shall each elect one (1) district Councilperson in the 2004
City election cycle. A_drawing by lot of the remaining districts shall be

conducted, if necessary, to insure that there shall be efections in three (3)
of the six (6) districts in the 2006 City election cycle. These three (3)
districts shall hold district City Council elections every four (4) vears. The
remaining three (3) districts shall hold district City Council elections every
four (4} years beginning in the 2008 City election cycle.

G. A new seven (7) member Redistricting Commission is to be chosen, as in
Arficle 2, Section 2, Paragraph A above, by the City Council to redraw

- district lines, if deemed necessary. after each Upnited States Census has
been completed and accepted by the U.S. Gavernment.

Sec. 3. Terms of Mayar and Council members.

The terms of the Mayor and each member of the Council shall commence at the first regular
meeting of the Council following the date set for the Run-off election, even if no such Run-off
election is held, and shall be for four consecutive years thereafter, or untit his or her
successor is duly elected and inducted into office. The-Mayerand Three members of the
Council shall be elected in the year 2006, the remaining three members of the Council
and the mayor shall be elected two years thereafter.

Sec. 4. Qualifications.

The Mayor and Councilpersons shall be qualified electors of the City and shall hold no other
public office which in any way conflicts with the office of Mayor or Councilpersons, and shall
have resided in said City, or in an area annexed to said City, for ene{3y two (2) years next
preceding the date of such election or appointment. If the Mayor or a Councilpersons shall
cease to possess any of these qualifications or shall be convicted of a crime involving moral
turpitude, his office shall immediately become vacant.

Sec. 11, Vacancies in Council and office of Mayor.

The Council, by majority vote of its remaining members, shall within thirty-one (31) days, fill
the vacancy in its own membership including the office of Mayor, by appointing a person
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from the appropriate district to serve until the office is filled by election. If a vacancy in
either the office of Mayor or Councilpersons occurs less than thirty (30) days prior to the final
date for filing nomination petitions for the general election, the Council shall appoint by
majority vote a person from the appropriate district to serve the remainder of the
unexpired term. If a vacancy occurs in the office of Mayor more than thirty (30) days prior to
the finai date for filing nomination petitions for the general election, the vacancy shall be
filled for a four (4) year term at the next regular general election and run-off election, if
necessary, as provided in this charter. If a vacancy occurs in the office of Councilperson more
than thirty (30) days prior to the final date for filing nomination petitions, the unexpired term
shall be filled at the next regular general election and run-off election, if necessary, as
provided in this charter. In any general election or run-off election, if necessary, as provided
in this charter, when more than three (3) vacancies exist in the office of Councilpersons, and
have to be filled at said election, the three (3) candidates receiving the greatest number of
votes shall be elected for four (4) year terms as provided in article 2, section 4 of this charter
and the candidate or candidates equal in number to the vacancies to be filled receiving the

next greatest number of votes in descending order shall be elected for the unexpired term or
terms.

ARTICLE 10Q. INITIATIVE, REFERENDUM AND RECALL
Sec. 1. Initiative, referendum and recall.

There is hereby reserved to the electors of the City the powers of the initiative and
referendum and of the recall of elective officers. The provisions of the constitution and
general laws of the state, as the same now exist or hereafter may be amended, governing
the initiative and referendum and recall of elected officers shall apply in the City, with the
exception that, in order o recall a Councilperson, the petition signature guantity
requirement shall be calculated based upon the total votes cast in that Courncil
District’s previous City Council election. No initiative measure, however, may change or
alter, or remove or limit, any power, right, duty, privilege or immunity conferred by or
established by this charter, and no initiative measure which in any way conflicts with a
provision of this charter or responsibilities conferred by it, shall, to the extent of such conflict,
be operative. All City matters on which the Council is or shall be empowered to legisiate may
be submitted by the Council, of its own motion, to the electors for adoption or rejection at a
general or special election in the same manner and with the same force and effect as matters
submitted on petition.
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Draft District Response
By Patty Badenoch

AT-LARGE IS STILL THE BEST
ADD TWO MORE COUNCIL MEMBERS TO MAKE IT EVEN BETTER

6 Districts (1 City Council member per district- mayor at-large)

3 Districts (2 City Council members in each district- mayor at-large)

4 District Blend (1 City Council member in each district, 2 at-large, mayor at large)
4 Districts (2 City Council members per district, mayor at-large)

District Purpose:

1f 1t 15 for each City Council member to more intimately know, relate to and serve his or
her constituents and therefore the lower the ratio, and the closer the relationship can be...
Then districts can create improved relationships with a greater focus on neighborhood
1Ssues.

So which one?

Assuming a population of 220,000:

Residents under a 6 District System, would give a ratie of approximately 35,000
residents to each City Council member.

Under a 3 District System the ratio would approximate 35,000 again.

A 4 Dhstrict blend would give a ratio of somewhat less than 55,000. We can not
determine where the other two City Council members would focus their attention. §
would assume they would be helpful wherever they are needed.

Under a 4 District System with 2 in each district the ratio would be 26,000,

Based on this ratio, a 4 District System has the following advantages

1) A City Council member has a better opportunity to know, relate to and serve his
or her constituents.

2) Using a staggered measure in election, one vintage player would be in the know at
all times. And I believe that the shared responsibility is an advantage for the
citizens. The argument that a senior member would always take over could
become a concemn onlv if the citizens of that district allow it to happen. Term
limits of 8 yrs.should be paramount in keeping the process fresh and to diminish
entrenchment.

Monopolies:

A Blended District of 4 City Council members and 2 at-large can set up the same
situation regarding coalition monopolies that is the obvious motivation to disperse in the
first place. Here you would have one City Council member representing your area and if
you can influence the election by electing the two at-large plus the mavor, a coalition still
could assume the majority voice of the council.



Splitsdale
1) 6 Districts have the greatest ability to disenfranchise and fragment the city.
Lines drawn by the Department of Justice could break up a cohesive area or split
up & neighborhood. We do not get to choose.
2)__The least ability to fragment our city would be a 4 District System, with 2 City

Council members in each district, because it blends and overlaps the
North/Central/South areas as noted in The Morrison Report. Of all the different
configurations the district system provides, the 4 District System would
create a more cohesive, holistic approach.

But there are other issues to consider- timeline and cost.

Timeline Issue:

The timeline is an issue in itself for keeping our voting system at-large.

2004 vote on Charter amendment.

2004-2005 1s the first opportunity to vote on adopting the district boundaries.

“Yoting on a charter amendment is going to be a consideration in itself. Without

knowing where the boundaries are going to be, it’s a little like holding the elephant’s

tail blindfolded and then determine what it is.”

2006 First group to be elected.

2008 Second group to be elected.

2010 The Census Bureau’s population assessment .

2012 District boundaries will change again according to the 2010 census.

“This is a tedious, laborious and an added expense we do not need at this time!”

AT-LARGE IS STILL THE BEST
Costs factored in for Districting:
It is my contention that by the time we pay for the;
1) Consultant.
2) The attorney.
3) Fees connected with the Department of Justice.
4) Adjustments for the redistricting boundary process- every 10 years.
5) Extensive public participation and outreach. ..
“It would be wiser to add two more council people and
the cost would probably be about the same!”

KEEP THE CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS AT-LARGE.

INCREASE THEIR NUMBER BY 2 TOTALING 8 WITH THE MAYOR AT-

LARGE,

ELIMATE RUN-OFF ELECTIONS TO EVEN FURTHER DEFER COSTS.

In closing:
“The most intelligent thing we could do is to have public awareness and
registration drives and to attain the citizen’s voter participation to a higher level
of informed outcomes and participation.”

THANK YOU ALL FOR YOUR SERVICE ON THIS COMMITTEE.
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MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE
Tuesday, April 15, 2003

Present: Jeffrey Abts Wendy Lyons
Susan Bitter Smith Roberta Pilcher
James Derouin Wendy Riddell
Suzanne Klapp Donald Scott
Barbara Klein Lida Stewart
George Knowlton James Wellington

Also Present:
Depury City Attorney Donna Bronski
Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:12 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Though invited to participate, none of the members of the public wished to speak.
SPEAKER

Senator Harry Mitchell distributed a copy of the cover article from the April edition of Governing
Magazine (Attachment 1) entitled “Are City Governmenis a Relic of the Past?* Senator Mitchelil
referenced the article as he spoke about the pros and cons of at large versus district systems of
government. Points of discussion included:

* The article in Governing Magazine identifies problems that could become issues if Scottsdale
were to go to a district system.

* Senator Mitchell stated that Tempe has only 45 square miles, is essentially built out, and has
relatively little diversity compared te Scottsdale. He commented that Scottsdale is much larger,
has still has growth ahead of it, has a larger population, is diverse, and is not as compact as
Tempe.

* Under district systems of government the power tends to gravitate to the Mayor because district
councilmernbers tend to be more focused on district issues.

* Anat large system of government offers voters six councilmembers to represent them, rather
than a district system that may only provide one representative.
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* Questions can arise as to whether or not each district council member has equat influence on the
Council.

* Scottsdale’s geography may support a reason for districting.

* High voter density, such as in the southern part of Scottsdale, provides the opportunity for an
area to outvote the rest of the city.

* District council members sometimes concentrate on their district to the exclusion of the rest of
the city.

= The drawing of district lines can result in some arcas being compact and others being spread
out.

* Council members that are elected as the result of low voter turnout, as can be the case with
districts, tend to have a different attitude about voters.

*  Under a district form of government citizens feel good about having a “go to” person.

* Candidates’ efforts and resources are spent on those voters who have a record of turning out to
vote,

* One way to make a difference in elections is to increase voter turnout.

" Voters tend to be older, non-minorities, and of a higher than average education and income level
than non-voters. Recent immigrants also tend to be non-voters.

* When asked if there are any groups that have a strong influence on elections, Senator Mitchell
responded that the Firefighters were the most powerful,

* The City Charter outlines the powers of Mayor and Council. There is the perception that the
Mayor can do more than the other members of the Council; however, it is important to
remember that it takes four votes for the Council to act.

MINUTES

Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the April 1, 2003 meeting of the District Advisory Task Force. Jim Derouin so moved, which
was seconded by George Knowlton. Motion passed unanimously.

Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the April 8, 2003 District Advisory Task Force Public Hearing. Jim Derouin so moved, which
was seconded by Roberta Pilcher. Motion passed unanimously.
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Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the April 9, 2003 District Advisory Task Force Public Hearing. Jim Derouin so moved, which
was seconded by Roberta Pilcher. Motion passed unanimously.

DISCUSSION _OF AT LARGE AND DISTRICT FORMS OF MUNICIPAL
GOVERNMENT/DRAFT DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE REPORT

To facilitate the discussion, items S and 6 on the agenda were combined.
A member of the group asked if the Task Force would respond to several public comments asking
for answers to the questions listed at the beginning of the draft District Advisory Task Force report.

It was the general consensus that the issuance of the final report would serve as the response.

The Task Force members developed a list of reasons for and against district forms of government
(Attachment 2).

The group debated whether or not to issue two final reports, one written by the majority and one by
the minority, or a combined report.

AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING/FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE

The Chair reviewed the agenda for the next regular meeting of April 22, 2003 and laid out a
possible timeline for the remaining meetings. The target date for completing the report and
submitting it to the City Council is May 20, 2003. The report will probably go to Council for
discussion in early June.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member Roberta Pilcher moved to adjourn. Task Force member George Knowlton
seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned at 8:43 p.m. The next meeting of the District
Advisory Task Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, April 22, 2003 in the Human Resources Pinnacle
Room.

CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the Council District
Advisory Task Force held on the 15th day of April 2003,

! further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 23rd day of April 2003.

¥,
eputy City Cler







One of America’s oldest political
institutions isn’t adapting very well
to 21st-century urban life,

BY ROB GURWITT

ou notice two things
right off about the
19¢th Ward in St. Louis.
The first is that precty
much everywhere there's
construction, there's also a
large sign reading, “Assis-
rarce for the project provided
by Mickzel McMillar, Alder-
man.” The second is just how lim-
ited Alderman McMillan's domain
happens to be. Walk a few minutes in
any direction, and you're out of his
ward, You dex't
see the signs any-
morae. You also
don't see as much construction.

Within the friendly confines of
the 19th, St. Louis looks like a city busily
reviving, There are new high schools being
built, scactered apartments and loft projects
underway, efforts to rejuvenare the historic
arts and entertainment district, and a
HCPE Vi retrofit of an enormous public
housing facilicy. While all this actvicy has
somez powerful people behind it, just one
person has had a hand in 2l of ir, and thar
is McMillan himself. Only 31, he has been
on the St. Louis Board of Aldermen for six
20
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years, and in that time has made it clear
that his ambitions for his ward—and by
exrension, himself—are high. “I don't have
other obligations,” he says. “I'm not mar-
ried, I have no kids, I have no other job.
It's one of my competitive edges.”

Cross the ward boundary, and you find
out what “competitive edge” means in St.
Louis politics, North of the 19th, and for
some distance to the east, sretch a series of
neglected, depopulated neighborhoods thar
do not in any way suggest urban revival.
This is, in part, a consequence of private
market decisions: These
neighborhoods don't
have much clout within
the corporate suites where such decisions
are made. Butequally important, they don't
have much clout in local gevernment,
either—at least not when it comas o large-
scale develcpment projects,

That's because in St. Louis, each of the
28 ward aldermen is the garekeeper of
development in his or her little slice of the
city. If they're shrewd and well connected,
like Michae! McMillan, the ward does
fine, If they're inattentive, or maladroit at
cutting deals, or on the outs with local
developers, or just plain picky, which i

.sense of parochialism and feudalism. We |

the case in more than a few wards, hardly
anything gets done. “You don’r see a Mike
McMillan coming out of some of these
devastated wards,” says one City Hall ;
insider. "They have a voiee, but if it’s |
weak, what do they really get?” :
To be sure, even the weak aldermen in |
St. Louis have their uses, They gt porholes :
filled and streetlighes fixed, offer advice an :
how to handle code violations or deal with
housing court, and see that garbage gers
picked up in alleyways where contractors
dump it illegally. This hands-on attendon is
kardly a bad thing. In the words of Jim
Shrewsbuzy, who as president of the Board
of Aldermen runs at large and is ics 29¢h
member, the city’s deeply entrenched
systern of political micto-management
“protects neighborhoods and gives
pecple a sense of influence.” As mem-
bers of a democratic instizution, that's
wha city councilmen are supposed to
do. But when that's about all many of
them do, in a city that is struggling to
emetge from years of economic debility,
even Shrewsbury agrees thar something is
wrong. The system, he says, “creates a

Attachment #1 !
|
|
I
t

become the Balkans.” <.

FEUDING AND HOT AIR

The concept of batkanizazion could be
applied these days to councils and boards
of aldermen in many of America's biggest
cities——perhaps most of them. Look
around the country and you can quickly
compile a dossier of dysfunciion.

Sometimes it is a case of pur-

suing tangents, as the
Baltimore Cicy Council
likes to do. In a
TeCEnt COMMEntary
about what it
called "the hot-air
council,” the Bal-
timore Sun sug-
gested that fre-
quent resolutions
on foreign affairs,
hearings on the
differences berween
telephone exchanges,
and dehate abour __ .
counteracting “the - '
nagative images of Baltimore, as pormayed
in ‘real-crime’ ficdon, TV dramas and
movies” suggested that the members didn't
have enough real work to do.

Other councils become so embroiled in
internal maneuvering that they lose their
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relevance. In Philadelphia, where a fotmer
mavar once referred to the city council as
“the worst legislative body in the free
world,” there was a brief period of council
influence in the mid-1990s, when John
Sereet was counci! president and worked
closely with Mayor £4 Rendell, Now,
however, Street is rnavor end finds himself
in regular tangles with various council
factions. “It's like an opera where
everybody has a different libretta,”
says Mark Alan Hughes, an utban
affairs professor at the University of
Pennsvlvania and colnmnist for
the Philadelphia Daily News.
“The melodrama is clear, it’s
just the meaning that's com-
2 pletely ghscure.”
2 There are councils where bick-
ering and infighting are so intense
that the entite body acquires an image of
irresponsible flakiness. In Detroit recently,
one member charged thart supporters of
the city's mayor had sabotaged the elec.
tric massager in her desk chair to give

s ‘ S : LA d : : d . ]\ prisingly, the public's response was
o Lo M : w L § disdainful-—what most people saw
was a group of elected cfficials
engaged In sabotaging its own
reputation.
There are places where,
if you want to find the
future of the city
being pondered, the
council chamber is
the last place you'd
look. “What you
have,” says a close
watcher of civic
affairs in Pitztsburgh,
*is a group of people
who primarily deal with
very mundane, house-
keeping things in their dis-
tricts. That's what they do,
it's what they're interested
’ in, and it's the way they ses
- their power.” The real power
/ lies in the mayor’s office and
W wirth che city's still-strong civic
f/ and corporate leadership.

] : 4 Finally, there are councils whose
s £ . R . s problem has not been an absence
d ; : : : ; . = Wy

 of energy but a hyperactive com-

d pulsion to argue over everyday

R tnanagerment decisions and prevent
3 important decisions from being made. In

n g Hartford, Connecticut, the city charter for

. -

ir =

vears gave mast of the political power to
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the council, but the council had a long his-
tory of intervening in the day-to-day
administration of city services and tying
fsell up in petty squabbles corrasive to the
morale of residents, as well as city employ-
ess. In the 1990s, the counci! essentially
rerpedoed the program of Mayor Mike
Peters, who appeared to have broad voter
support for his economic reform and
revival ideas. Small surprise that when they
were finally given a sraightforward chance
last November to change things, the cigy’s
voters opted to create a new form of gov-
ernment that strengthened the mayor at
the council’s expense.

None of this is to say that councils in
lazge cities never rackle important issues

or play a key role in crafting policy. Coun- -

cil members in Les Angeles, for instance,
have 2 great deal to say about basic infra-
structure issues, in their districts and
across the city. And for all its infighting,
the Philadelphia City Council did help to
re-shape Street's ambitious urban renewal
program, the Neighbothood Transforma-
tion Initiative, to be more responsive to
neighborhood concemns.

But in all too many large cities these
days, the power of councils is, at most, the
power to stop things. The wellsprings of

© citywidé innovarion and progress lie else-

where. It is telling that uncif this past year,
neither of the two major national organi-
zations speaking for cities addressed the
specific concerns of big-ciry councils. The
National League of Cities is dominated by
small- and medium-sized jurisdictions; the
U.S. Conference of Mayors, which focuses
on lazrger cities, doesn’t address council
members at all. “We're literally locked out
of the one national group that deals with
big cities," observes Nick Licara, a Seattle
council member,

Licara, who was struck by the dearth of
representztion from places like his when
he first attended a League of Cities meet-
ing, has pur together a new “Central
Cirles Council” at the League, for council
members in the 100 or so largest cities to
share information and strategies on com-
mon issues. "We're not coramunicating
on a regular basis, we're not exchanging
informarion on local programs we can
leatn {rom, and on the national level,
when we should be lokbying, we daon't
have our act rogether,” he says. "This
should help us link up.”

Sull, the'sense of floundering one often
gets warching big-city councils isn't really
a surprise. Over the years, as mayors have

2 GOVERNING  April 2003

moved to get 3 handle on crime, eco-
nomic development and even school
management, and as semi-privare institu-
tions—redevelopment authorities, sta-
dium authorities, transit authorities, con-
vention center authorities, tax increment
finance districts—have proliferated, the
role of councils in the most critical issues
of urban governance has arrophied. Indi-
vidua! eouncil members, the Michael
MeMillans of the country, may still have a
share of power and influence, but the bad-
ies an which many of them serve have lost
their identiry. “I think city councils have
been neutered in most cases," says Den-
nis Judd, an urban affairs specialist at the
University of linois-Chicago. “They are
engaging in the most trivial aspects of
urban government, rather than the most
important aspects.”

Under these circumseances, it is hard
not to wonder whether city councils are
tecoming :elics of the political past, poorly
adapted to making the decisions of 2 1st-
century urban life. In all too many cases,
they seem in danger of becoming the
dinosaurs of American local government,

QUT OF THE LOQP

There was a moment not long ago when
the St. Louis Board of Aldermen managed
to command national attention, bur ig's
one Jocal policicians would rather forget.
In the midst of a tense and racizlly charged
ward redistricting debace in 2031, Alder-
man irene Smith was conducting a fili-

5t Louls Alderman Michael MaMiltan
knows how o work the system. Many of ks
colleagues don't.

buster when she asked whether she could
go to the bathroom. Told by Board Presi.
dent Shrewsbury that the nules required her
to vield the floor to do s, she summoned
her supporters, who brought in a trash can
and surroundad her with improvised drapes
while she appeared to urinate into the can.
“I was mortified,” says a St. Louis politician
who happened to be warching on cable
television at the time. “If you've been in the
aldermanic chambers, they call 1o mind a
time when the city was a powerful city, a
grand place. To think of her staging that
in there! The stock of the antire board of
aldermen went down.” Smith was later
indicted on charges of public indecency but
was acquitted in January on the reasoning
that no one could know for sure whether
she was actually urinating or simply pre-
tending to do so.

To those who spend their time in City
Hall, che incident was puzzling, because
Smith, a lawyer and former judge, is gen-
erally seens as one of the more careful and
thoughtful members of the board. “She's
bright, she knows haw to read the law, she
asks tough questions in committee hear-
ings,” savs one aldermanic insider. But to
many in the city at large, thers was lictle
questicn about how to interpret her out-
burst: Not even its own members accord
the board much respact any lenger.

Governing.com

TM PARKIR

PALO COLEMAN

I N e e e o X B e N

P e e v Fe e e e

I T P I

L B B o I T T T



fiM PARKER

b —enitms -

PALO COLEMAN

The fact is, for all the opportunities that
ambidous aldermen have to promote devel-
opmen: within their own neighborhoods,
it's been a while since the hoard has played
a significant role in shaping marters of vital
interest to St. Louis as a whole. One of the
biggest issues on the plate of Mayar Francis
Slay—=himself a former board president—is
a new stadium for the St. Louis Cardinals
baseball team, and while pieces of the com-
plex deal he has put rogether will require
aldermanic approval, the board itself bas
had very little role in constructingit.

“When I was in City Hall,” savs a for-
mer zide to one of Slay’s recent predeces-
sors, “1 only went to the board if 1
absolutely had to. The truth is, I never felt
the need to involve people there on the
front end in order to get something passed
on the back end. In the 1970s or '80s, if 2
mayor had a stadium project, he'd have
had to line up five or six people on the
board befcre he even went public with ic."
Because chat didn't happen in the current
situation, the aide argues, this stadiem
deal is just a stadium deal-—iz is not part of
any broader city commitment to, say,
refurbishing public sports faciliries or com-
munity centers in the neighborhoods.

There are any number of theories about
whar has led the board of aldetmen to its
diminished cicywide import, and many of
them focus on its size. The 28 wards were
created in 1914, when St. Louis had
680,000 pecple. They remained in place
when the city reached its peak of 850,000
in 1950. And they're still there, halfa cen-
tury later, when it's down to 340,000, This
means that each alderman represents
about 12,5GC people. Chicaga's 50-mem-
ber city council, which is one of the largest
in the country, would have to grow to 200
mernbers if its wards were the same size as
those in St. Louis.

If all you expect of an alderman is close
atcention to garbage pickup and street
Tepairs, of course, small wards are just fine.
But they have a cost, as well. For one
thing, they form a low barier to political
enty. In some wards, a politician needs as
few as 8C0 votes to get elected. When the
city was larger, says former Mayor Freeman
Bosley Jr,, “you had to be a real leader to
get on the board, someone who could tut
togather thousands and thousands of
votes. That plays into vour ability to...put
people together and pull them in a direc-
tion., So as the vears have gone by, the
number of ge-to people has diminished."

To be sure, it's possible to overstate the

case. “Just because we were once 2 city of
800,000 pecple doesn't mean we had rocket
scienusts serving on the board of aldermen,”
notes Jim Shrewsbury. ‘T don't think some-
one makes a decision between running a
corporation: and being an alderman.” But
it's equally true that city councils are, in
esserice, a peliteal proving ground—formet
U.S. House Minority Leader Richard
Gephardt, for instance, got his start on the
St. Louis Board of Aldemmen. The less skill
and vision they demand of their members,
the poorer & city's civic life is likely to be.
“If you can make the council a place
where young people who are interested in
public policy think they ought to be, then
it serves as a farm system to create people
who understand how local government
works and who have sympathy for it,” says
Mike Jones, a former alderman who npw
runs the regional Empowerment Zone.
“Because the real question is, Where do
you get local leadership from? On a city
council where you've got to work hard to

get elected, it takes good political instincts”

and hones them into political and poliey-
making skills."

IRONCLAD PRIVILEGE

Over time, the small size of the con-
stituencies and the rules of the institution
itself have combined to make the lure of
parochialism more and more irresistible.
In the 1950s, following passage of the fed-
eral Urban Renewal Act of 1949, alder-
men in 3z. Louis suddenly found them-
selves with real power in their
neighborhoods as the arbiters of develop-

Seattle’s Nick Licata:
Councils have been ignored
by the League of Cifies.

ment. That law, says Lana Stein, 2 Uni-
versity of Missouri-St. Louts historian,
“brought a huge pot of money, and the
aldermen had e pass bills authorizing
urban renawal projects and highway proj-
ects. They were courted by Civic Progress
fthe group of corporate movers and shak-
ers at the time] and by the mayor. Even
though there were working-class people
and saloon keepers elecred to the board,
they became a much bigger deal because
of what they were voting on.”

But if the urban renewal money brought
the board instant influence, it also led inex-
orably to parochialism. As requests grew for
new housing or redevelopment in the
wards, they ran int the ironclad principle
of aldermanic privilege—the notion that
nio member of the board would interfere in
matters affecting another member's ward.

Fifty years later, developers stll need help
from the city, and that usually means a vore
from the aldermen, supporting a "blighting”
provision or providing a tax abatement ar
creating & tax-incremen: financing districe
If you happen to live in a ward with an
active, responsive alderman who knows
how to put together development deals,
you're fortunate. But there's scarcely any-
cne left on the board looking st what makes
sense for the city as a whole. Aldermen
rarely feel any right or responusibility to look
closely at deals being made in others’ wards.

When a group of downtown residents
recently challenged plans backed by their
alderman to demolish 2 historic, marble-
fronted building to make way for a parking
garage, the board deferred to the alder-
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man'’s wishes by essencially ignoring
the protest. The demolition plans
were backed by the mayor and by his
allies, and the developers insisced
that the garage was vital to their
plans, even though there are under-
used garages within a block's walk.
The local residents, part of a small
but growing group of loft dwellers
who form one of the few tangible
signs of hope for St. Louis' downtown,
attended the one aldermanic hearing
on the matter and found no one
talk to. “It was a farce,” says Margie
Newman, one of their leaders. “There
was No opportunity to make qur case.
Licerally, there was an alderan with
the Sunday comics held up in front
of his face, and of the six on the com-
mittee, three were wandering in and
out. Remember, this was at our one
opportunity to bring our case.”
Indeed, confirms Matt Villa, a young
alderman who represents the city's far
southeast, there is little incentive on the
board to pay attention to what others are
doing when you don't have to. “ln our
neighborhiood,” he says, “there’s a neigh-

. borhooed association and a housing corpo-

ration, and we sit down to plan the next
five years and never take intc considera-
tion whar other wards are doing. [ don't
even know how a citywide plan would be
embraced by 28 aldermen.”

And because the board itself doesn’t
have an independent capacity to look
carefully at measures that come before it—
it has very few staff members, and those
who want help, such as Michael McMil-
tan, raise funds on the side to pay for an
assistant—it often approves important
decisions with scarcely any scrutiny at all.
“We give pay raises and pension raises and
things like that,” Villa says, “without really
knowing the fiscal impact. The alderman
who's sponsored it explains, we pass it, and
years later it tumns out it wasn'z a $5 millicn
impact, it was a $50 million impact.”

CHARTER CHANGES

If there's anyone unhappy with this state
of affairs, it's Jim Shrewsbury, wha as presi-
dent would like the board to become more
independent and active. “The muth i, most
legislation and ideas originate with the
administration,” he says. “The vast major-
ity of bills are administration-sponsored
bills; they have the resources and the inter-
est and the concentration. Sometimes, 1
wish we were more careful and would scru-
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NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS

tinize thern more carefully. And I wish there
were more innovation, that more legislation
originated here." But he is also guick 1o
point out that in the caleulus of the 28
policicians who serve alongside him, that
may be more of a risk than they want to
take. “l know that on Election Day, the one
thousand people who hate me will be
there,” he explains. I don't know how
many of the thousands who like me will be.
Fm prepared 1o lose my office for something
that was in Profiles in Courage. [f it's not, you
start to wonder whether it's worth getting
involved.”

Yet it's possible that change will come
to the St Louts Board of Aldermen any-
way. Although St. Louis is technically a
“strong mayor” city, the political reality is
that the mayor is constitutionzlly among
the weakest in the country for a city this
size. Power has to be shared with a half.
dozen other elected officials; the state
controls the police through a board on
which the mayar has only his own sear;
budget decisions and city contracts have
ta be approved by cwo of the three mem-
bers of the Board of Estimate and Appor-
tionment, which is made up of the mavor,
comptroller and aldermanic president.
“St. Louis is probably the nation’s best
case of an unreformed government,” says
the University of [llinois' Dennis Judd,
referring to the nationwide movement
early in the last century to give mayors
enhanced authority. “It's as if it never was
touched by the reformers.”

Like the hoard's awkward size, all of this
is a resuit of the 1914 cicy charter, which
is still in effect. But last Novemtber, voters

statewide approved a home-rule
provision for 8t. Louis that will
allow it to take up charter change.
Alchough most of the attention is
likely to go to placing more power in
the hands of the mayor, there is
plenty of sentiment among civic
leaders for shrinking che size of the
board of aldermen.

This is happening in other big
cities with similar problems. Con-
traction is on the docket in Milwau-
kee, where some aldermen them-
selves have proposed skrinking the
Common Council from 17 to 15
members, and in Baltimore, where
voters last November approved
trimming the city council frem 19 to
15. Baltimore's initiative, backed by
a coalition of laber uniens and com-
munity organizations, was opposed
by most of the city's elected leadership, but
it,passed overwhelmingly.

1t’s unclear how.much impact tinkering
with council size will really have, in St.
Louis or anywhere else. But it's clear that
some fundamenta! changes will have to
take place for city councils such as these

to maintain any real relevance at all ire .

coming years.

By any standard, thers is sill imporzant
work for these bodies to do. Cities need
robust political institutions, and by all rights,
city councils ought to be ameng them—
they are, after all, the one institution
designed to serve as the collective voice of
residents and communites, whether their
members are elected in districts or at large.
But when little is expected of them, because
a city's most important decisions are made
elsewhere, it's no surprise that over dme the
ambitions of their members shrink to take
in smaller and stoaller patches of turf.

There are undeniable benefits to this.
Twa decades ago, voters in St. Louis over-
whelmingly turnied down an initiative to
cut the number of wards. They felt, says
Shrewsbury, “that govermnment had gotten
so complicated and big, the only way their
voice could be heard was having an alder-
man who paid close artention.” It may be

that all most people really want from their
city council is the kind of personal stroking
that is often hard to come by elsewhere in
a big city. But it's also hard to escape the
feeling rhat, as Judd puts it, “when citizens
are consulted these days, it's about things
that are less and less consequential. What
we're seeing is the slow strangulation of
local democracy.” LG
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Attachment #2

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST
DISTRICT FORMS OF GOVERNMENT

FOR DISTRICTS

Disenfranchised Citizens

Majority of Citizen Input Calls for Change

Socio, Economic, and Geographic Differences are so Great that the Current System
Cannot Support Them

Community is No Longer Homogeneous

Unique Geography

Harder for Single Group to Influence Council

Identifying with Council

As we Reach Buildout, More Localized Issues will Surface (Infill, Redevelopment,
Greater Local Accountability)

Less Costly to Run in a District Election '

Boards and Cominissions Would Have Better (Broad, More Equal) Representation
Larger View with Focus on District Area

AGAINST DISTRICTS

Avoid “Splitsdale”

Seven People to go to Rather Than One

Administrative Costs

Timing is Wrong (Based on Budget)

Majority of People have Power to Elect Who They Want
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MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE
Tuesday, April 22, 2003

Present: Jeffrey Abts William McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett
James Derouin Roberta Piicher
Suzanne Klapp Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Lida Stewart
George Knowlton James Wellington
Also Present: Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski

Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

Others Present: Councilmember Wayne Ecton
Councilmember Robert Littlefield
Councilmember Tom Silverman

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:08 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Councilmember Tom Silverman thanked the Task Force members for their hard work and
dedicatton.

Patty Badenoch, 5027 N. 71% Place, Scottsdale, asked that one of the handouts (Attachment 1) be
corrected to accurately reflect that she favors the current at large system of government.

SPEAKER

The Chair introduced speaker Rick DeGraw, Director of Marketing for Maricopa Community
College. Mr. DeGraw has been involved in the Valley political scene for over 30 years, and has
worked on numerous candidate and bond election campaigns. Drawing on his experience and
expertise, Mr. DeGraw expressed his opinions and observations regarding at large and district
systems of government.

Mr. DeGraw stated his opinion that all large cities in Arizona will ultimately have some form of
district system. He then discussed various statistics about the number of voters who generally vote
in elections to support his conclusion that 8.32% of the residents control Scottsdale elections.
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Mr. DeGraw then offered his political observations on the differences between running elections
under an at large system and a district system. He stated that under a six-district system, candidates
would have to reach approximately 17,000 to 20,000 households, making it cheaper to run and
allowing candidates to conduct a door-to-door campaign. In general, district candidates do more
door-to-door campaigning and send out more information in the mail. He believes it is easier for
candidates to run in a district election because it costs less, it is easier to cover the territory, and it 1s
easier to get around to all areas of the district. With a district system, local interest groups become
more important to candidates, and larger groups cannot be favored over smaller groups. At large
systems of government tend to be supported by larger groups with more influence and more single-
issue focus. He then added that people believe the Council is closer to them under a district system.
For example, citizens often refer to “their” councilperson.

Mr. DeGraw stated that, in his opinion, district systems can also make it more difficult at the full
council level. Having a district system can mean that members are required to do more “horse
trading” and more arguing. Under a district system, the council must learn to work to gether and
make upfront compromises. In his experience, in every single instance, the council members’
workloads have increased under a district system. '

Some things do not change with a change in political system. In most cases, voter participation is
driven by interest, concern, or anger, not whether there is a district or at large system. At times,
however, districts do increase voter participation. For example, participation usually increases the
first time a city holds a district election. Mr. DeGraw also noted that in Phoenix there is much
larger voter participation in areas that used to be apathetic.

Mr. DeGraw believes there is no difference to incumbent candidates under a district or at large
election; the statistics for the chances of re-election remain the same. The majority of people elect
whom they want, under both systems of government.

Mr. DeGraw stated that a district form of government is more expensive than an at large system.
Initially, the city’s goal is to contain costs and not add staff. However, with time and the increased
workload, council members discover that additional staff is required.

Mr. DeGraw then discussed his views regarding the relative merits of a district system versus an at
large system, stating his personal belief that a district form of government is superior to an at large
system. Mr. DeGraw believes that, in a district system, council members have more citizen contact
and do more “horse trading” with other council members to reach consensus on issues. He also
expressed his opinion that a district system provides better representation to all areas of the City.

He also believes that having a district system makes it difficult to ignore significant sections of the
city. Mr. DeGraw urged the group to go at districting wholeheartedly or not at all, restating his
opinion that there is no reason to have a partial or blended district system.

Council member Ecton stated that he lives in the northern section of Scottsdale and, as a council
member, works very hard for the City of Scottsdale. He added that the majority of his time and




Council District Advisory Task Force
Tuesday, April 22, 2003
Page 3

efforts have been focused on areas in the southern part of the city and not in the north ds has been
suggested.

MINUTES

Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the April 15, 2003 District Advisory Task Force meeting. Roberta Pilcher made the motion to
approve the minutes as submitted, which was seconded by Wendy Riddell. The motion passed
unanimously.

DISCUSSION OF AT LARGE _AND DISTRICT FORMS OF MUNICIPAL
GOVERNMENT/DRAFT DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE REPORT

To facilitate the discussion, items 5 and 6 on the agenda were combined.

Staff member Jeff Kulaga distributed estimates (Attachment 2) on administrative cost increases
under a district system. There are currently five and a half support staff assigned to the Mayor and
Council. If the Council decided to add staff members, an administrative secretary and a citizen
liaison team would cost about $100,000 per year.

The group continued the majority/minority report debate from the April 15, 2003 meeting. The
discussion focused on whether or not to issue a majority and a minority report, or a combined report
containing both majority and minority opinions. After some discussion , the consensus of the
group was that any member may comment on either the majority or minority reports or conclusions,
but that the minority could not vote on the wording of the majority report or conclusion, and the
majority could not vote on the wording of the minority report(s) or conclusion(s).

Task Force member Jeffrey Abts moved that the whole group develop a report formed
around the charge from the City Council with recommendations of the majority and
minorities, with an additional report to be generated by one member to be included in the
final transmittal to the Mayor and City Council. The motion was seconded by Task Force
member Michael Pickett and passed unanimously.

AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING/FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULX

The Chair reviewed the timeline for the remaining meetings and reminded the group that the target
date for completing the report and submitting it to the City Council 1s May 20, 2003.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member Roberta Pilcher moved to adjourn. Task Force member Wendy Riddell
seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 p.m. The next meeting of the District
Advisory Task Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, April 29, 2003 in the Human Resources Pinnacle
Reom.
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CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the Council District
Advisory Task Force held on the 22nd day of April 2003.

| further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 30th day of April 2003.

Co O

\CAROLYN ER
Deputy'City Clerk
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April 22, 2003:
Attachment #2

’n

Possible Support Staff Costs

Title Minimum  Mid Point Maximum
Administrative Secretary: 33063840 $36,046.40  $41.454.40
Salary

Estimated henefits cost $6,556.62 $7,713.83 $8,871.24
Total - $37,195.02 $43,760.33  $50,325.64
Citizen Liaison: Salary $53,934.40 §63,450.40 $72,966.40
Estimated benefits cost $11.541.96 $13,578.39 $15,614.81
TJotat . - $65476.36 §77,028.79 - $88,581.21
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MINUTES

COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY

TASK FORCE

Tuesday, April 29, 2003

Human Resources Pinnacle Room
75875 E. Main Street
Scottsdale, Arizona







MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE
Tuesday, Aprif 29, 2003

Present: Jeffrey Abts Wilham McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett
James Derouin Roberta Pilcher
Suzanne Klapp Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Don Scott
George Knowlton Lida Stewart
Wendy Lyons James Wellington

Also Present: Deputy City Attomey Donna Bronski

Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Patty Badenoch, 5027 N. 71st Place, Scottsdale, asked that her question to Rick DeGraw at the
April 22, 2003 District Advisory Task Force meeting and his response be included in the record.
Ms. Badenoch had advised Mr. DeGraw that she was a political activist and was concerned that a
district system would impede her ability to work for the good of all of Scottsdale. Mr. DeGraw
responded that, in his experience, activists quite frequently cross district boundaries to advocate for
the benefit of an entire city.

MINUTES

Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the April 22, 2003 District Advisory Task Force meeting. Michael Pickett made the motion to
approve the minutes as submitted, which was seconded by Don Scott. The motion passed
unanimously. [For processing reasons, Ms. Badenoch’s comments are listed above rather
than being added into the previous meeting’s minutes.]

DISCUSSION OF AT TLARGE AND DISTRICT FORMS OF MUNICIPAL
GOVERNMENT/DRAFT DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE REPORT

To facilitate the discussion, items 4 and 5 on the agenda were combined. The Chair reviewed the
various forms of government that the Task Force has been considering:

» The current, at large form of government.
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s A six-district systerm (Mayor elected at large and six Council Members elected by district).

s A four-district system (Mayor and two Council Members elected at large and four Council
Members elected by district).

» A three-district system (Mayor elected at large and six Council Members ¢lected by district).

= A three-district system (Mayor and three Council Members elected at large and three Council
Members elected by district).

= A four-district system (Mayor elected at large, four Council Members elected by district, and
two Council Members elected from each of two districts that are formed by combining the four
districts into two).

After a brief discussion, the Task Force members were able to cull the list to three: the current at
large system, a six-district system, and a four-district system, with four members elected by district
and two members elected at large.

Each member of the Task Force was then given the opportunity to indicate their preference
regarding the remaining three systems of government under consideration. As each form of
government was debated, a few more reasons in support of one system over another were identified
and added to the Pro/Con List (Attachment 1). After each Task Force Member had spoken, it was
clear that the majority of the group supported a recommendation for a six-district system. Two
members did not support a district system and will be submitting individual minority opinions.

A concern was raised that a recommendation for districting might be misconstrued as an indictment
against the current Council. As aresult, language will be added to the final report stating that the
report js not a condemnation of the current administration; 1t is merely a recommendation that best
serves the future of Scottsdale.

Task Force member Barbara Klein distributed copies of the draft minority report (Attachment 2)
and invited the group to ask questions or provide comments. Staff was directed to post the draft
minority report on the City’s website.

Suggestions for changes to the majority or minority report are to be sent to Donna Bronski who will
forward the comments to the appropriate Task Force member.

AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING/FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE

The Chair reviewed the tentative timeline for the remaining meetings and reminded the group that
the target date for completing the report and submitting it to the City Council is May 20, 2003. The
Chair asked the group to consider canceling the May 6, 2003 meeting to allow time for drafting the
revised report. The May 13 meeting would then be used to make the final revisions to the report,




Council District Advisory Task Force
Tuesday, April 29, 2003
Page 3

with District Advisory Task Force approval scheduled for May 20, 2003. Hearing no objections,
staff was directed to implement the following revised tentative schedule:

May 6, 2003 — Meeting Cancelled (additional time will be used by the Chair and Vice Chair to
revise the Draft DATF Report)

6:00 p.m., May 13, 2003 -- Review Revised Draft DATF Report, make final
revisions/corrections

6:00 p.m., May 20, 2003 — Review and appreve Final DATF Report for submittal to Council
(TENTATIVE) 5:00 p.m., June 9, 2003, City Council Work Session -- DATF Presentation

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member James Wellington moved to adjourn. Task Force member Roberta Pilcher
seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned at 7:33 p.m. The next meeting of the District
Advisory Task Force is 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, May 13, 2003 in the Human Resources Pinnacle
Room. ’

CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the Councit District
Advisory Task Force held on the 28th day of April 2003.

| further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 14th day of May 2003.

CAROLYN JBG
Deputy City Clerk






Attachment #1

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST
DISTRICT FORMS OF GOVERNMENT

FOR DISTRICTS

Disenfranchised Citizens

Majority of Citizen Input Calls for Change

Socio, Economic, and Geographic Differences are so Great that the Current System
Cannot Support Them

Community is No Longer Homogeneous

Unique Geography

Harder for Single Group to Influence Council

Identifying with Council

As we Reach Buildout, More Localized Issues will Surface (Infill, Redevelopment,
Greater Local Accountability)

Less Costly to Run in a District Election

Boards and Commissions Would Have Better (Broad, More Equal) Representation
Larger View with Focus on District Area

Less Divisive, More Cohesive

Collective Knowledge/Shared Experiences

Same Number of Ears for Six Districts

Public Supports Straight Six

Improve Communication

Shared Workload

AGAINST DISTRICTS

Avoid “Splitsdale”

Seven People to go to Rather Than One

Administrative Costs

Timing is Wrong (Based on Budget)

Majority of People have Power to Elect Who They Want
District Representatives are More Territorial
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MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY

TASK FORCE

Tuesday, May 13, 2003
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MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE
Tuesday, May 13, 2003

Present: Jeffrey Abts Michael Pickett
Susan Bitter Smith Roberta Pilcher
James Derouin Wendy Riddell
Suzanne Klapp Don Scott
Barbara Klein Lida Stewart
George Knowlton James Wellington
Wendy Lyons

Also Present: Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski

Govermnment Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Deputy City Clerk Carolyn Jagger
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 6:06 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

MINUTES

Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of
the April 29, 2003 District Advisory Task Force meeting. George Knowlton made the motion
to approve the minutes as submitted, which was seconded by Roberta Pilcher. The motion
passed unanimously.

DISCUSSION OF AT LARGE AND DISTRICT FORMS OF MUNICIPAL
GOVERNMENT/DRAFT DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE REPORT

The Task Force members reviewed the revised (May 13, 2003) version of the draft District
Advisory Task Force Report section by section, with each member having then opportunity to
comment and make corrections. The Chair and Vice Chair took note of the corrections and wiil
issue an amended report prior to the next meeting.

The group was also invited to provide comments on Task Force Member Barbara Klein’s minority
report. The Chair clarified that, while their commments and suggestions were welcome, Dr. Klein
would make the final decision on whether or not to make changes to the minority report. No
comments were offered at the meeting.

If a Task Force Member wishes to provide comments on either of the two reports prior to the next
meeting, the comments are to be directed to Donna Bronski who will forward them to the
appropriate Task Force member.
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AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING/FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE

The Chair reminded the group that the target date for completing the report and submitting it to the
City Council is May 20, 2003. To meet that deadline, the Task Force members must approve the
final report at the next meeting (May 20, 2003). Barbara Klein and Robert Pilcher were reminded
that their final minority reports would be due at the same time.

The question was raised as to whether or not the final report would include a signature page for the
members to sign. The consensus was to include a signature page, and Donna Bronski was asked to
provide the signature page and wording for a2 motion to adopt the final report at the next meeting,
The group also decided to submit the docurnent as a whole and not to include individual statements
of support from the members.

The Chair confirmed that the Council discussion of the District Advisory Task Force Report is
scheduled to be on the Council Work Session Agenda for Monday, June 9, 2003. That meeting
begins at 5:00 p.m. in the City Hall Kiva. The Task Force members will provide the Council with a
presentation of their findings at that time.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Ferce member Roberta Pilcher moved to adjourn the meeting. Task Force member
George Knowlton seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m. The next
meeting of the District Advisory Task Force is 5:30 p.m., Tuesday, May 20, 2003 in the Human
Resources Pinnacle Room.

CERTIFICATE

I hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the Council District
Advisory Task Force held on the 13th day of May 2003.

1 further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 21st day of May 2003.
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MINUTES

COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY

TASK FORCE

Tuesday, May 20, 2003

Human Resources Pinnacle Room
7575 E. Main Street
Scottsdale, Arizona







DRAFT
MINUTES
COUNCIL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE
Tuesday, May 20, 2003

Present: Jeffrey Abts William McCluskey
Susan Bitter Smith Michael Pickett
James Derouin Roberta Pilcher
Suzanne Klapp Wendy Riddell
Barbara Klein Don Scott
George Knowlton Lida Stewart
Wendy Lyons James Wellington

Also Present: Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski

Government Relations Coordinator Peggy Carpenter
Executive Assistant Jeff Kulaga

CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Susan Bitter Smith called the meeting to order at 5:50 p.m. The Chair expressed her
apologies for herself and Vice Chair Derouin who were caught up in re-drafting the final report and
forgot the meeting had been changed to an earlier start time. Members Wellington, McCluskey and
Derouin arrived at approximately 6:05 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

None.
MINUTES

Hearing no additions or corrections, the chair called for a motion to approve the minutes of the May
13, 2003 District Advisory Task Force meeting. Wendy Riddell made the motion to approve the
minutes as submitted, which was seconded by Roberta Pilcher. The motion passed unanimously.

REVIEW, DISCUSS, AND REVISE DRAFT DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE
REPORTS

The Task Force members reviewed the revised (May 20, 2003) version of the Final District
Advisory Task Force Report. Minor changes were made to the report.  There was discussion about
how tc fashion signature lines and whether the members authoring the minonty submissions would
sign the portions of the majority report discussing electing the mayor at large and submission of
only one item to the voters for their consideration. Suzanne Klapp moved approval of the majority
report but the motion died for lack of a second when it was discovered that there was still confusion
over the wishes of members authoring the minority submissions. After further discussion, the
minority members articulated their wishes to sign only their own submissions.
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APPROVE FINAL DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE REPORTS

Task Force member Suzanne Klapp moved approval of the majority report as revised, including
statements regarding at large election of the mayor, submission of a single option regarding
districting to the voters, and a revised recommendation section with 12 signature lines. The motion
was seconded by Task Force member Wendy Riddell. The motion passed with unanimous approval
of the majority members: Jeffrey Abts, William McCluskey, Susan Bitter Smith, Michael Pickett,
James Derouin, Suzanne Klapp, Wendy Riddeli, Don Scott, George Knowlton, Lida Stewart,
Wendy Lyons, and James Wellington

DISCUSSION OF PROCESS FOR PROVIDING THE FINAL DISTRICT ADVISORY
TASK FORCE REPORTS TO THE CITY COUNCIL AND POTENTIAL NEXT STEPS

By acclimation, the Task Force determined that the presentation to the City council should be given
by the chair, Susan Bitter Smith. Staff was instructed to draft a power point presentation to serve as
the basis for the Task Force presentation. Since the majority report requires additional changes, the
members agreed to come in the week of May 27 to sign the final report, with assembled
attachments.

The chair’s report will include a summary of the majority report, a slide with the majority
recommendation, a slide with Ms. Pilcher’s minority recommendation, and a slide with Dr. Kline’s
minority recommendation.

Jeff Kulaga explained that the room set up and Council’s normal procedures for their study
sessions.

The group briefly discussed their status after the June 9" study session. Donna Bronski explained
her understanding is that the Task Force will have completed it’s task after that meeting and will be
disbanded. Afterwards, if members speak about districting in Scottsdale, they may mention that
they were members of the District Advisory Task Force, but they should clarify that the Task Force
has been disbanded and the statements are their own, not official statements of the City of
Scottsdale.

ADJOURNMENT

Task Force member Jeffrey Abts moved to adjourn the meeting. Task Force member Roberta
Pilcher seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m. The discussion of the
District Advisory Task Force Report is scheduled to be on the Council Work Session Agenda
for Monday, June 9, 2003.
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CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that the foregoing Minutes are a true and correct copy of the Minutes of the Council District
Advisory Task Force held on the 20th day of May 2003.

| further certify that the meeting was duly called and held, and that a quorum was present.

DATED this 21st day of May 2003.

DONNA BRONSKI
Assistant City Attorney






May 27, 2003

To: The Honorable Scottsdale City Council

From: Donna Bronski, Deputy City Attorney
Jeff Kulaga, Executive Assistant
Carolyn Jagger, Deputy City Clerk
Peggy Carpenter, Government Relations Coordinator

RE: DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE RESOURCE MATERIALS

Two additional binders with resource materials are available in the City Clerk’s office:

1. Handouts from District Advisory Task Force meetings — approximately 1,000
pages.

2. Website materials from each of the “Comparably Sized Cities”, also
approximately 1,000 pages.

Copies are available upon request.

Please contact Donna Bronski 312-2624
Carolyn Jagger 312-2411
Jeff Kulaga 312-7496

Peggy Carpenter 312-2683







Final Minority Report— District Advisory Task Force

For the

City of Scottsdale Council May 2003

Presented By:
Committee Member Dr. Barbara Klein

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The minority report gives voice to those residents who oppose districts and support maintaining the Scottsdale
Al-large government. Based on participation on the Task Force, input from speakers, research, historical
overview, literature review, academic writings and judicial precedents the following points are clear.

Single Member Districts introduce a plethora of problems:
¢ Voler inequity — votes worth more in districts with low turnout
Divisiveness — splitting up Scottsdale rather than encouraging cohesiveness
Significant and on-going costs for NO value (or improvements)
Lack of Competitiveness— common problem of unopposed candidates
Logrolling and “Thinking Small’ versus ‘Thinking Big’ for the Scottsdale master plan
Voter loses control of full council
RISKS WITHOUT BENEFIT

* & & & &

One impetus for the original petition to the council was to demote the power of special interests groups.
Unfortunately, the historical record shows that districts actually exacerbate the problem of special interest
influences. Currently, the more dissatisfied voters seem to be from the southern parts of the city. This group
(the more densely populated and the majority) already has the necessary power to make changes — if they vote.
[This is due to Maricopa county/Scottsdale’s rare At-large /majority rule system.] Low veter turnout is spoken
of so little that one would think it is ‘politically incorrect’ to attribute election results to voter apathy. Low
voter turnout is an underlying, and often under-emphasized, problem that should be addressed.

Alternatives are available that are better than either Single Member Districts or even At-large systems.

Recommendations
1. That the city maintain the current system of electing council members At-large. (Rational: points above.)

2. That the city actively pursues all possible ways to increase voter turnout. (Rational: to address underlying
1ssues of perceived, and real, feelings of neglect. Less costly changes may actually improve this situation. )

3. That the city not allow this measure to be placed on the ballot without signature collection. (Rational: to
demonstrate whether significant citizen support exists for altering our form of government.)

4. That the city considers an academic review to evaluate the adoption of an alternative election system.
(Rational: to improve voter representation, to reduce costs and to increase voter turnout.)

The statements in this Executive Summary may be surprising to some readers. Those surprised readers will
especially benefit from the evidence and rationales (not just opinions) detailed in the body of the following
report,

Final Minority Draft Page 1 of 14



Introduction

The one major point of total consensus within the Scottsdale District Advisory Task Force is the belief in protecting and
upholding citizen representation. Each member has been steadfast in this goal, even while coming to different conclusions
of how that is best accomplished.

This minority report is designed to give voice to opposition of districts and to support maintaining the Scottsdale At-large
govemment. To the credit of the Task Force, there has been an effort to present pros and cons surrounding the districting
issue. This report will expand on opposition points touched upon by the majority report, with the goal of fully representing
the dissenting opinion for those in the city that share the same view,

Sometimes the healthiest discussion is one in which everything is not unanimous.

National Historical View of Districts with Recent Developments

Supporters often say “districts were good enough for our founding fathers, so they are good enough for Scottsdale.” Our
founding fathers may have favored districts, but their preferences were not mentioned anywhere in the constitution, nor did
they choose to mandate it. America’s original choice was full territorial elections with winner-take-all results, Most of the
original states used At-large elections for the entire state; only five (5) used districts. ' Historically, districts did not
commence until the 1842 Apportionment Act, mandating how House members would be elected; it was twenty more years
(1862) until district mandates were added. No major district issues were addressed again until 1967, two years after the
1965 Voting Rights Act, when Single Member Districts were mandated for state elections to enable better representation
for minorities.

In 1982 districts of “opportunity” (or minority-majority opportunity) were established to assure the benefits for minorities
that single-seat races were not achieving. Since 1987 over 101 cities {most smaller than Scottsdale, but also from Pre-
clearance states) have turned away from Single Member Districts. * Most of these changes were court mandated and
installed At-large or other multi-seat races using alternative election systems. Further, since much of the literature on
districts is dated (from 1970s and 1980s), it misses more recent developments. In 1994, Shaw v Reno added another
problem to districting. Commonly known as a reverse discrimination suit, it scorns the ‘affirmative action’ of elections.
The resulting decision made the districting process more difficult.

Single Member Districts or Multi-Member Districts {that run as single seat races because of staggered elections) are not
beneficial to all communities. Minority voices (of all types) have not fared well under these systems.

*  Women do befter with At-large elections than Single Member Districts 3

*  “Inadistrict election it is statistically 95-98% impossible for an African America to be elected in a white majority
district™ ¢

Leaders in these minority realms also discourage Single Member Districts, becasue they are “retrogressive” and do not live
up to their original promise; and these leaders represent both sides of the political spectrum.

* [The single-member district is] “a form of political re-segregation that results in token representation rather than
empowerment.”
Voting rights advocate, Lani Guinier

*  “Indeed, the ...district plan would offer the city RISK WITHOUT BENEFIT and does NOT appear to significantly
increase minority access to the electoral system.”

Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund (MALDEF)

{discussing San Francisco, 1999)

! Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia

* The list of these cities was provided to the Task Force as Handout #3 on March 25, 2003

* Women on Southern City Councils (MacManus and Bullock) Part IV: State Studies and Trends, p.337

* Election Study — City of Modesto July 3, 2000 as referenced by Ad Hoc Committee on District Elections and Term Limits
Final report, Section A:1:hh.
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» "It should be apparent, however, that there is no principle inherent in our constitutional system, or even in the history
of the Nation's electoral practices, that makes single-member districts the "proper” mechanism for electing
representatives to governmental bodies or for giving "undiluted” effect to the votes of a numerical minority. On the
contrary, from the earliest days of the Republic, multimember districts were a common feature of our political systems.

The decision to rely on single-member geographic districts as a mechanism for conducting elections is merely a political

choice and one that we might reconsider in the future. Already, some advocates have criticized the current strategy of
creating majority-minority districts and have urged the option of other voting mechanisms -- for example, cumulative
voting or a system using transferable votes [e.g., preference voting] -- that can produce proportional results without
requiring division of the electorate into racially segregated districts.”

Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas
{Excerpts from Concurring Opinion in Holder v. Hall)

e “...the [Supreme] Court in its voting rights jurisprudence has unleashed a set of expectations for and constraints upon
the operation of voting systems that are fundamentally destabilizing for single-members district voting systems. Were
one to begin from scratch to determine which system would best satisfy the various constraints imposed by the Court
on a fair system of representation and best fit the Court’s descriptions of the positive goods that should be delivered by
a voting system, it is unlikely that single-member districts would be the system of governance of choice.

Samuel Issacharoff *

In Scottsdale, our traditional “minorities”™ may be rather small (less than 12%), but these same ideas relate to
minority voices of similar interests as well. Single Member Districts do not resolve any problems.

Scottsdale Issues

Responses to issues explored during the process meetings of the Scottsdale District Advisory Task Force.

Avoiding ‘Splitsdale’

The Morrison Institute Report (“Which Way Scottsdale”) wains against becoming “Splitsdale” and states, “For Scottsdale
to thrive in the future, each of the three Scottsdales must build on its own role and work together...do a better job of
relating to each other...”(page 26). The report implies we must look beyond the borders of our neighborhoods or even our
city to see how our parts work together and how we fit in with areas around us. The answer is not splitting us into districts,
fracturing our power, so that we can each struggle for our own way, Districts may further fuel the fires of Scottsdale’s
north and south issues by creating more possibilities of pitting communities against one another.

Rather than the current vague contention we see now between the north and south, with six (6) districts we will have six
different areas contending strongly for the same dollars and attention. It could get ludicrous - Los Arcos area versus
Airpark, ‘Stack 40s’ against downtown, and north east central residents against south west south. All of these areas would
benefit from less acrimony and more consideration and attention.

Our At-large government maintains the opportunity for ALL of Scottsdale to work cohesively and function as one city,
despite perceived (or real) historical failures. Districts can be divisive — promoting “Splitsdale.”

3 Issacharoff, Samuel, “Has the Supreme Court Destabilized Single-Member Districts? The Conflict between Court Ideals
and District Elections.” Issacharoff is a Professor of Law at the Texas School of Law. This article is from a longer piece
appearing in the University of Chicago Legal Forum, 1995.
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Vote Equality

ALL Votes Count Equally in an At-large system; whereas in a district system, in areas of the city with lower voter turnout
a single vote is more heavily influential than in a district with better voter turnout.

Proponents of districts say only a small percentage of votes “actually elect” winners. That relates to ‘swing’ voters - a
different issue. Vote equality is similar to the Electoral College in which the votes of those from small states actually ‘carry
more weight” than those from more populous states. Within a district system if 10 people vote in ‘District A’ and 100 vote
from ‘District B’, the votes of those in ‘District A’ are 10 times more influential in electing one of the council members
(although not the same council members). The *District A’ votes were more weighed than those in ‘District B.” The voters
in ‘District B’ are somewhat penalized by having less influence citywide, even though ‘District B’ demonstrated less apathy
and more civic participation.

In Scottsdale council members could be elected by a very small percentage of residents in each of their districts versus our
current system that requires a majority of city voters to elect each representative. It seems inherently ‘unrepresentative’
to give a small percentage of Scottsdale residents the ability to seat our council, which could happen if voter turnout was
very low in any district.

Other Times of Inequity. With a district system, the city voters cannot be protected against inter-census
malapportionment that occur because of short-term changes in the Single Member District demographics. While Scottsdale
may not be affected by urban flight, two of the other causes of inter-census malapportionment are well known to us:
annexation and new development. It may be argued that these are short-term possibilities only, but (hopefully) another
cause, namely ‘re-vitalization’, will be present. Perhaps these are not major concerns, but if present as an issue in just one
election, it could add to the perception of inequity.

Diverse Representation

An At-large system allows citizens more ‘ears’ to listen to their problems, because they can contact any council members
and are not just limited to one (or even two).

Scottsdale’s At-large elections also give citizens more personalities to relate to, or work with. In a district you may elect
someone close to you physically, but if you get little satisfaction (or don’t ‘get along) with your own representative, you
have little place else to turn. In addition, with a district system up to 49 percent of the voters will likely be represented
solely by someone they voted against. This is unfortunately common. However, currently in Scottsdale chances are high
that you will be represented by at least one person you voted for among the three open council seats.

Council members tend to be more powerful within their own districts...like “mini-mayors” explained former Glendale
manager, Martin Vanacour. If you do not like your mini-mayor, you are stuck without options.

The majority report quotes one of its task force members as saying “there will always be seven pairs of ears” suggesting
that a district form of government “does not cut off the ability of citizens to communicate with the mayor and all members”
of the council. In an ideal world this may be true, but there is little reason to believe this would be the case based on clder
cities using districts. If a resident is not a constituent, there is little motivation for a representative to pursue any time-
intensive action on their part. We might check how many current Scottsdale council members listen to (or act upon)
concerns of Tempe residents.

Propenents of districts {perhaps optimistically) say that one district representative gives the citizens one “go to” person, and
this is perceived as a major advantage for accountability. However, there appears little evidence that having six (6) “go to”
people is any type of disadvantage. There are no guarantees that the residents’ one “go to” person will be a ‘get up and do’
person as well. It would seem reasonable to think that the statistical chance of having a responsive councilmember among
six (0) is better than with only one (1) councilmember.

Citizen — Council Communication

Technology advances have leveled the playing field of communication. The majority report discusses the enhanced
relationships and contacts between citizens and council members under the new district systems of Phoenix, Mesa and
Glendale. However, none of the speakers from these areas could account for the role of advances such as e-mail and voice
mail in these equations, Simply put, there is no evidence whether this increased contact was due to the district system or
technology. Clearly, communication advances such as e-mail have made contact easier and quicker. So arguably,
neither At-large nor Districts systems have significant communication advantages for residents.
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Address or Attitude on Issues — Cross Cutting Cleavages
Is an address more important than attitude on issues?

—~ Would you vrather have a neighborhood representative who shares NONE of your views, or
- Would you rather be represented by someone outside of your neighborhood, who DOES supports your views?

It may be that more people are concerned about the quality of a candidate rather than where she lives. Some say a district
offers you a more ‘accountable’ and supportive representative, but this is not a guarantee. There is statistically more
chance in an At-large system to have views shared by SOME councilmember(s).

Cross Cutting Cleavages are political alliances of voters, which cut across societal differences of ethnicity, religion, or
class. Where one lives is irrespective of these alliances.

Single Member Districts are antiquated systems. Where a person lives no longer determines their political perspective, as
geographical interests have lost a great deal of their relevance. ® Proponents of districts in Scottsdale may express opposite
views, but as the city becomes more landlocked, these cross-cutting alliances will become even more relevant to the area,
In addition, there are many people who look beyond the areas that would be their district. There are council members who
work harder on projects far from their home, there are citizens who push for activity centers closer to where other children
play than their own, activists who are interested in working throughout Scottsdale, or members of the Coalition of Pinnacle
Peak who live in the southern part of Scottsdale.

One councilmember, who lives in northern Scotisdale, told the Task Force that virtually all his time is “spent in downtown
and south Scottsdale.” An address is not a badge limiting concerns to one’s own neighborhood.

“Good” candidates for council may live in the same area of Scottsdale — at any particular time (and this may change
frequently). If a person is a good candidate, then she is good for ALL of Scottsdale. On the other hand, if there is bad
management on the council we should not confuse this with a bad system.

Gerrymandering

“All districting is gerrymandering...due to the fact that all have harsh political consequences — inevitably some group
will be disadvantaged.” 7 * In an At-large system there are NO complaints of gerrymandering affecting neighborhood
groups. These complaints are ubiquitous with districts.

“The process of re-districting Single Member Districts in any state or jurisdiction — even with the most non-partisan
guidelines — will ultimately result in unfair results.” ®

The At-large system avoids additional risk of challenges and lawsuits from a growing minority population (even though
at 11.6% Scottsdale’s minority is smaller than most cities). This increased risk at times of districting or re-districting is due
to Arizona’s status as a “Preclearance” state, which means Arizona is one of the states that must abide by strict Department
of Justice rules surrounding the national Voting Rights Act. [Due to problems with Single Member Districts or minority
complaints of gerrymandering, since 1987 over 100 jurisdictions in U.S. have adopted alternative systems to ensure “full”
representation. The vast majority of these changes were from pre-clearance states and most were court-mandated.]

“We are in the business of rigging elections.”” Senator Mark McDaniel, commenting on re-districting

® Hill, Steven “A Voting Rights Act at War with Itself” Boston Review (March/April ‘98); and Pamela Karlan “A Bigger
Picture,” Ibid.

’ Dixon, Robert G., Jr, Democratic Perspective: Re-apportionment in Law and Politics p.462 (Oxford University Press)
8 Amy. Douglas J., Real Choices. New Voices, New York, Columbia University Press, 1993; and Proportional
Representation. The Case for a Better Election System, Northampton, Massachusetts, Crescent Street Press, 1997

® Testimony to Washington DC City Council subcommittee on Labor, Voting Righﬂs and Redistricting, April 23, 2001 by
Eric C. Olson, Chairman of National League of Cities’ University Caucus and 3™ term council member for College Park,
Maryland
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Geography as an Excuse

The Morrison Institute report (p.4) notes Scottsdale’s “unusual geography” and goes on to say it is a “difficult ¢ity to hold
together.” The task force majority report clearly sees the city’s unique layout as a justification for a district system.
Conversely, the geography issue could be seen as an ‘excuse’ not to work together for the good of the whole. The Morrison
report also states (p. 26),

“Scotisdale 2.0 must interweave the fates of all three Scottsdales in a meaningful
way — so that the pecple of south Scottsdale have a vested interest in the apen space
of the north, and the people of north Scottsdale believe in the revitalization strategy
Jor south Scottsdale.”

Costs

Another point on which the District Advisory Task Force is in full agreement is that “democracy has a price.”
Nevertheless, this does not mean budgets can absorb anything or that costs do not matter. Disregarding the current tight
Scottsdale budget, the issue here is not costs alone, but value.

Proponents of districts may hope for the best of results, but conversely, opponents of districts can enumerate many flaws of
the system. One of the biggest flaws is that there is little evidence that it will IMPROVE Scottsdale government. It is then
a question of value, considering that there are many costs involved, which are substantial.

e The current At-large system — avoids the extra cost in establishing districts (approximately $150,000-200,000),
thus avoiding greater budget crunch

¢ The current system has NO extra Costs for Re-districting in 2010 and then every 10 years (after each census)

s  There are NO extra administrative costs with our current system. Separated districts have increased costs
{different ballots, staff training, more neighborhood maps and detailed demographics, possibly more assistants or
office space). The possible yearly support staff costs have been estimated at anywhere from $102,671 (low peint),
$120,789 (mid-point) to $138,907 (maximum) '® These figures are for human resources only,

The majority report has referred to some of the above costs as discretionary, which may be accurate. On the other hand,
some of these related costs are actually likely to escalate.

Another possible cost, which would be discretionary (but paid by some jurisdictions), is the last-minute outreach
investment for encouraging candidate participation in districts having no candidate or an unopposed candidate.

Districting is net guaranteed to answer any of the real (or perceived) reasons for change; it is gnaranteed to be more
costly.

Campaigning Costs
The majority committee report states that the cost of campaigning in smaller districts would be reduced. This minority

report finds that a plausible assumption. Based on driving distances, mailing costs, and door-to-door ability this seems
reasonable. Nevertheless, for whatever reason, some sources state differently.

1) ‘Bigger Districts Don't Mean More Expensive Campaigns’ claims the non-partisan, non-profit, information clearing
house and organization, Center for Voting and Democracy. More states (and cities) need to be analyzed, but the findings
are quite surprising in the two states, North Carolina and Vermont, for which we have sufficient data. Both states have a
mix of one-seat districts and multi-seat districts. In these states, candidates actually spend less in the bigger, multi-seat
district elections than in the one-seat districts. The reason for this apparent paradox is probably twofold: candidates can
pool some of their expenses {activities designed te get out the vote, mailings, some advertisements) and it may be harder to
pursue negative campaigning (and the costs implied) when there are several viable candidates on the ballot,

2) Rick DeGraw, a campaign advisor from Phoenix, and a strong supporter of districts, stated that campaigning costs have
risen. He rightly points out the factors of inflation and general increased costs of campaigning at all levels. He stated
anecdotally that perhaps proportionally the costs have gone down.

' Figures supplied to Task Force by Scottsdale Executive Assistant, Jeff Kulaga, April 22, 2003
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3} The Modesto City Election Study'' concluded “changing from an At-large to district elections by no means guarantees
that the average campaigning will be lower in costs.” [Of cities they surveyed, one had reduced costs, one increased costs,
all others had no change. They added that there are many other factors that can influence expenses in running for office.]

The Center for Responsive Government reports that all campaign spending is increasing (despite the level of jurisdiction).

The bottom line of this campaign cost analysis is that the promise of the districting process lowering campaigning
costs to entice those of lower and middle economic levels into public office may not be realized.

Runoffs

Districts can produce more frequent, simultaneous and numerous runoffs. Larger numbers of candidates running in smaller
districts can increase runoffs as the majority report states. In addmon it is true that one district runoff will be less costly
than one citywide. However, the cost will be more than 1/6™ of that for citywide (in a strict 6 Single Member District
system) due to administrative issues. Additionally, as with any runoff, the cost to the candidate will increase. The
statistical chance of a runoff for one seat (with majority requirement) in a wide field of contestants is greater than with
multiple seats, Additionally, rmnoff elections increase costs and problems associated with the disruption of government.

Before changing to a new system, which avoids runoffs, in 2001 San Francisco, CA had to conduct a runoff election for
their City Attorney. This runoff saw a voter turnout of only 15%, yet the cost to San Francisco taxpayers was over $2
million dollars,

The Arizona Advocacy Network (which supports alternative election systems) cites the significance of avoiding runoff
elections, as they are “costly to the tax-payers, time consuming, and frequently result in the final outcome being determined
by a very small percentage of the electorate [due to] low voter turnout.” 2

Unopposed Candidates versus Competitiveness

At-large elections encourage a FULL SLATE of Candidates. An At-large system in Scottsdale has competitiveness.
There is a greater chance of running UNOPPOSED candidates in districts. This is a less representative government —
not more.

“We were disappointed with the low number of candidates that ran” Eric Norenberg (Mesa) told the Task Force. He
explained that this was after they had “expended a great deal of effort to get candidates to run within districts.” What
would the situation be like or what would someone be promised in order to run, if no one in 2 particular district wanted to
commit to the life of a council member? While that is a legitimate question, it would probably be rare. However, the issue
of the unopposed candidate is a frequent happenstance. "

Qualified Candidates

This minority report agrees with the members of the majority who found it insulting to suggest that in Scottsdale there are
areas without qualified candidates. Whether holding At-large or district elections, we do have qualified people. However,
in district elections if citizens in any given area are choosing not to run (and these areas may vacillate), voters may have
few or unopposed candidates to choose from in their district. This is unacceptable to most voters who want more choice —
not less. In addition, it may zot be insulting to suggest that electors prefer a candidate that has the confidence of the entire
city of Scottsdale, rather than a small area.

When a child picks cut a puppy from a mother dog’s current litter, each puppy is cute. Each is qualified
to be a fun and loving companion (o the child. But the child still wants the ‘pick of the whole litter.’

! Election Study from the City of Modesto, authored by Bruce Cain and Karin MacDonald, 7/3/2000, p.16, and referenced
by the Ad Hoc Committee examining the At-large / District question in that city.

* From the Arizona Advocacy Network (a non-partisan, non-profit network of progressive organizations) annual report of
2002, Civic Participation Task Force
% Example: statewide in the 2000 election, Ilinois saw more than half of its Single Member Districts seats run unopposed.
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Entrenched Incumbents

Incumbents always have an advantage, but it is harder to entrench incumbents At-large. Perhaps due to name
recognition, incumbents can be more easily entrenched in a district with a field of 1 out of 1, than in an At-large field of
1 out of 6. For this or other reasons, districts can become safe karbors for incumbents. In addition, the greatest costs of
running for office come from competing against an incumbent, even more if trying to unseat an incumbent who has been
elected to the same office twice. *

RECALL. District supporters point out that it would be easier to recall a disliked incumbent (less signatures to gather).
The flip side of that comes from Senator Harry Mitchell who told the Task Force that it is impossible to recall (or vote
out) the “beloved” district councilmember that “the rest of the city hates.”

Control of Council

“One of the big surprises Glendale citizens experienced with districting was when they realized they could only vote for
the mayor and one councilmember,” said Martin Vanacour from Glendale, They realized they had no voice or control over
electing the others. Again, as Senator Milchell warned (“Entrenched Incumbents” section), the voter has no recourse to
recall or vote out an unsatisfactory councilmember from another district.

At-large gives ALL citizens control in electing (or voting out) EACH councilmember — not just one (or two).

STRENGTH OF MAYOR. Whether considered good or bad, most of our speakers, and most academics state that a
district system with the mayor At-large, strengthens the role of the mayor. This may be, in part, due to the fact that (s)he is
the one expected to take a larger city-wide view of issues. With Scottsdale’s current organization, the council members
are (for all intents and purposes} equal in power to the mayor.

Thinking sman about the Blg Picture

At-large encourages “Thinking Big” (a vision for all of Scottsdale) instead of “Thinking Small” in districts. The
Morrisen Institute report, “Which Way Scottsdale™, encourages a master plan with a new city-wide vision, but districts {(by
their nature or by human nature) encourage thinking small. Martin Vanacour (Glendale) told the Task Force “smaller
issues seem to take precedence.” Further, he said that the districting consultants told him that the first thing he needed to
do in the new district system was to put a sign up in his office that said:

“THINK SMAILL.”

Eric Norenberg (Mesa) agreed. Dennis Burke a well known local political activist, warned against this problem when
Phoenix was considering districts. Rick Naimark, Executive Assistant to the Phoenix City Manager put it more gently by
saying that there was a “narrower focus on districts issues and less focus on citywide concerns,”

Build on the Build-Qut

The majority report discusses Scottsdale’s approaching build-ous. 1t states, “As it [reaches build out], the
problems that it faces will change from those relating to development issues to ones relating to re-development”
(p.13). It suggests that a district form of government will be better suited to address these issues. There has been
no evidence presented to support this position. This assumption may be counter-intuitive in that should the city be
divided into small districts when re-development expands, chances are there will be fighting for individual
fiefdoms. Some areas may require more redevelopment meney than others (for the good of all of Scottsdale).
However, it may be mere advantageous to use the time of build-out to build a better master plan for all of
Scottsdale rather than just individual districts based on the efforts of the strongest council members.

** According to the Lyndon B Johnson School of Public Affairs
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Logrolling

Logrolling, or exchange for mutual support, is a notable complaint in the district system, which is not as prevalent in an At-
large system. The “I’|l-scratch-your-back-you-scratch-mine” syndrome is distasteful to those who believe cach issue
should be viewed on its own merits. The behavior of vote trading can be divisive. Rick DeGraw, a campaign advisor and
advocate of districts, admits “districts do have more horse trading,” and there is “more politics” than in an At-large system.

Scottsdale citizens in a district system who would rely on their cne councilmember to represent them on a special issue,
complaint or concern would most likely not want that councilperson trading away a vote on their issue.

League of United Latin American Citizens representative (Randle) says “when you are elected by a district, you are only
concerned about your own district, and the board [council] is divided at the outset on any issue.”

Special Interest Groups - “Political Machines”

It appears that one of the major initiatives behind the original petition to elect by districts was to combat strong ‘coalitions’
or special interest groups in Scottsdale (such as the Coalition of Pinnacle Peak). This is an important issue to many citizens
when deciding which form of government to support. Unfortunately, it is a difficult question because in reality due to our
At-large /Majority Requirement System (rare outside of Maricopa), the majority of residents (no matter where they live)
already have the Power to elect preferred representatives— if they vote! Cr if they organize and vote.

One citizen, supporting the district system in Scottsdale, voiced the concern that those who have money and time are the
only ones who organize and vote. Due to the fact that in Scottsdale this is often perceived as “those in the north,” this is an
extremely divisive — and sensitive - issue. But splitting up Scottsdale won't make those who organize “go away.”
Furthermore, the system could be changed to address the power of one group only to find other groups emerge.

Scottsdale residents need to look beyond Arizona (new to districting) to see if Single Member Districts have helped
elsewhere. The recent changes in local Maricopa cities do not offer longitudinal examples for these problems.

Single Member Districts (up until the 1980s) had some success in offering better representation to minorities, but their
successes at challenging Special Interest Groups and Political Action Committees has been much less productive. We need
to look at older cities for examples. Historically, ‘special interests’ in districts (or wards) were closely identified with the
previous urban “political machines” in places such as Boston, Chicago, New York and Philadelphia. In exchange for votes,
these special interest groups were active politically, socially, and economically in very self-serving ways — {rue regional
fiefdoms. Their behavior constituted one of the reasons that At-large, non-partisan governments were developed. It may
be we should take a lesson from history. But before we think districts today are fine, note these types of problems (and
others) in the article “Are City Councils A Relic of the Past?” 1% discussing St. Louis, Baltimore, Philadelphia, Detroit and
Hartford Connecticut.

The City of Modesto District Task force interviewed the city clerk from a city using a district system who went on record
as saying, “ coalitions and alliances were created that wouldn’t exist if each Council member was responsible for the whole
city.” '°

For an Arizona reference, note the statement to the Task Force by Eric Norenberg (Mesa) as he reported “coalitions and
PACs believe they have more influence under a district system.”

Increased Workload

Few residents (none?) have voiced a concern as to whether the district system increases the workload of the council
members. Frankly, many of us (probably in knee-jerk reaction) think ‘they should work harder, good.” [s it? Perhaps.
But during one committee meeting a councilmember asked, "/ already work 70-80 hours a week, how can [ work more?”

The idea of working our council members ‘to the bone’ may seem of value, but it cormnes with the risks of burnout and
discouraging new faces from running for office.

All task force speakers confirmed that districts increase workload; two pointed out that longer time frames were taken in
decision making, with a loss of efficiency. One noted that the conversion to districts can take a major portion of the current
(incumbents) council’s time. [The latter is of course true for any major change.]

15 Gurwitt, Rob, “Are City Councils a Relic of the Past?: One of America’s oldest political institutions isn’t adapting very
well to 21%-century urban life.”” Governing April 2003 issue
'8 City of Modesto Ad Hoc Committee on District Elections Study — telephone interview conducted June 13-23, 2000.
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Majority Rule

Scottsdale and other Maricopa cities have an At-large system with a majority requirement. This is very unusual as most
At-large systems use ‘plurality’ voting, meaning whoever gets the most votes wins — even if it is no where near a majority
win. Clearly, residents of the original and more southem parts of the city who feel neglected and favor districts see them as
a perceived answer to better representation. But these areas already house the majority of our voters; they could dominate
if they voted with more consistency and in larger numbers.

Before we latch onto the Single Member District system in an attempt to have a quick remedy for one group (or another),
we should ask ourselves several questions: Why are there not more ‘south’ Scottsdale candidates now? What is stopping
them? What is the underlying problem? Can it be overcome? Are there less costly and more equitable solutions? Why
has downtown/south/central Scottsdale not been able to leverage their population concentration (majority) fo elect
representatives to their satisfaction?

We could use less expensive ways to encourage the majority to rule, such as: 1) Candidate Encouragement Programs, 2)
Voter Education Campaigns, 3) Get out the Vote efforts and services, 4) An updated version of Council-Citizen Town
Meetings rotating in various neighborhoods and 5) related activities as part of an expanded (and promoted) Neighborhood
Resource Center.

Voter Apathy versus Voter Disenfranchisement

Scottsdale voters are not disenfranchised. Disenfranchisement is to deprive one of the right to vote. On the contrary, the
city takes many efforts to make voting possible (and easy) for everyone who chooses to vote on Election Day or by carly
ballot. There are those who live in particular parts of the city in which they are active but feel frustrated by city
government and feel under represented. This is not due to disenfranchisement; it is due more to voter apathy on the part of
their neighbors (especially considering the majority issues above). Changing this is a significant challenge.

Campaign stagiest, Rick DeGraw, said people vote for three reasons only: “Interest, Concern, Anger.” Most would agree
that anger is not the avenue to pursue to stop voter apathy. However, citywide efforts to combat voter apathy, emphasizing
“interest and concerns,” would be far cheaper and more werthwhile than adopting a system that is failing elsewhere. This is
not an easy fix, nor does the subject stir immediate political juices, but it is an underlying and honest barrier to overcome.

Yoter Turnout

Voter apathy (above) equates to low voter turnout. But none of the academics on the subject (or the speakers to this Task
Force) say a district system will ultimately improve voter turnout. Again, voter turnout may be the major underlying
problem (or eventual answer) to the perceived north versus south hostilities in Scottsdale.

Who Votes? 7

Votes MORE Votes LESS
White Non-white
Homeowners Renters

Older Younger

Rich Poor

More stability More mobility
More education ' Less education

In each of these categories, northern parts of Scottsdale demographically fail on the “more” side compared to southern parts
of the city. Realistically, we will not change these demographics. However, voter turnout on the “less” side of the equation
can be improved by other means and programs.

A report from The United States GAO office ¥ states three of the most significant procedural changes to improve voter
turnout [not all relevant to Scottsdale] are 1) registration deadlines that fall on or close to election day; 2) toll free number
that allows voter to request absentee ballot; 3) practice of voting by mail.

"7 ibid 4 (section A:1:jj)
12 Education was not included in this study, but noted by all of Task Force speakers and noted by League of Women Voters,
¥ United States Government Accounting Office report (November 2, 1990 p.2)
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Sources such as the Ford-Carter Commission report, The Center for Voting & Democracy and Comimon Cause have since
included other suggestions: 1) elections in November (or on holidays); 2) alternative elections systems to spark interest;
3) On-line voting.

These federally-based suggestions simply demonstrate some ideas pursued to overcome this ubiquitous problem, Scottsdale
made need others.

n October 2002, the Help America Vote Act (HAVA) authorized funds to all states to improve the operations of elections.
It covers many election issues (machines, ballots, registration, identification) and could result in MORE restrictive conditions
depending on how discretionary issues are interpreted. The League of Women Votes recommends that while “more
restrictive interpretations may be possible, the law should be implemented to enfranchise rather than disenfranchise...”*
Care should be taken that any initiatives that Scottsdale implements are not detrimental to voter turnout.

The Problem?

The overall public response regarding the efforts of the task force (at the date of this writing) has been less than 100 in
number (pro or con, solicited or not). This does not appear to be a significant showing of immediate concern in a community
of approximately 220,000 residents. It is a given that Scottsdale (like all cities) has room for improvement. However, this is
a monumental change contemplated with relatively minimal spontaneous interest. Perhaps most residents do not believe our
structure of government is a problem without first being influenced by sound-byte arguments to make them think so.

The Unasked Question — Are Better Options Available?

It is the strong opinion of this minority report that the charge of the District Advisory Task Force was not broad enough. It
did not allow the committee to address alternative election systems that have been used elsewhere to settle similar debates.

Alternative election systems would provide fair and equitable votes to all of Scottsdale - for even more than the majority or
for select neighborhoods. In addition, alternative election systems are more powerful at representing the overall choices of
voting citizens. All of this, and with a money-saving price tag. Considering movement in other parts of the country to
“proportional representation,” 2! repeating outdated solutions by establishing districts is retrogressive. Full representation is
progressive.

The U.S. city to use proportional representation the longest (and currently) is Cambridge, Massachusets {population =
115,000) where it has been used for 60 years; the largest U.S. city to adopt an alternative ranking system is San Francisco
(population = 776,733)"* Illinois used a proportional representation system for more than 100 years from 1870 until 1980
when the passage of a ‘cut-back-the-number-of-legislators” type of amendment threw the ‘baby out with the bathwater,’ *
Now the state is reconsidering its position and on May 9, 2003, the State of Illinois adopted a bill to give county election
boards the authority to grant Proportional Representation rights in Multi-Member Districts (not staggered) or At-large
elections. 2* Peoria, I1 (population = 113,000) has already adopted a new system.

Interest in US voting is sad. Since 1945, we have ranked 135% in the world for national elections. * An often-cited remedy
is to encourage younger voters to be involved with the system. Tt appears that younger people are particularly excited about
the potential of proportional representation and ranking systems. Just in the past two years, there has been a major increase
in colleges adopting these systems, including:

Vassar Stanford Harvard Whitman
Univ. of llinois Princeton Duke William & Mary
UC- San Diego UC-Berkely Univ. of Maryland MIT

Univ. of Utah

 The League of Women Voters of the US can be contacted at www.lwv.org

21 These types of proportional representation are not the same as those of parliamentary systems, such as [taly.

2 U.S. Census Bureau for year 2000

2 Details in report: Hiinois Assembly on Political Representation and Alternative Electoral Systems, Executive Summary by
Institute of Government and Public Affairs / University of Hlinois, Spring 2001,

2 Johnson-Weinberger, Dan, Advocate and Chicago Attomncey, on-line press release, May 9, 2003.

3 «“Democracy Unbalanced” Baltimore Sun, May 2, 2003.
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There is NO evidence that districts increase voter participation either with young or older voters, nor is there evidence
statewide or historically. Nationally and worldwide, there is such evidence for alternative election systems.

The Morrison Institute report suggests the city “take the Lead — being the first, the best or the only™? Adopting an
alternative “full” representation system would be an example of Scottsdale ‘upgrading’ to “Scottsdale 2.0 Version.
Available systems (such as Cumulative Voting, Limited Voting or Single Transferable Voting — aka ‘Choice’ or
‘Preference’) are used throughout the world by hundreds of millions of people % 7 and hundreds of thousands in the US.
The baliots are simple and the greatest disadvantage is that the gencral US population is unfamiliar with them.

[For details and explanation, See Attachment 1 #

According to academics, > and those who use the systems, for each and every “Scottsdale issue” in this report, an alterative
system would either solve the problem, improve the problem, or by-pass the problem. In addition, several of the
systems would save money compared to our current system and ALL would save money as opposed to going to a Single
Member District system.

The recent district advisory task force of the City of Modesto, California, quoted from the Election Study from that city
regarding Alternative Systems:”’

The problems and uncertainness associated with the at large versus
district election dilemma has driven some cities to assess the values of
alternative election systems — specifically so-called semi-proportional
systems [sic]’’ The motivation in these cases is to find an at large
system that is fairer to significant political minorities (including but
not restricted to racial and ethnic ones). The advantage of the at large
system is that one does not have to go through the decennial trauma of
redrawing district boundaries. Given the legal uncertainties
concerning whether a city is doing 100 much or too little, it might also
save the city the costs of litigation to adopt one of these alternative
mechanism. They have not been widely used in California, but have
been used in Hllinois and more recently in the south as an allerative
resolution to pending voting rights litigation. The chief disadvantage
of these systems is that most voters are unfamiliar with them.

That report concludes by stating: “In sum, alternative election systems offer a possible way out of the typical
At-large versus district election system dilemma.” 2

2 This would be “billions’ of people world wide if all forms of proportional representation were included.

27 Tageart, Karen. “How the People Vote around the World” reprinted 2000 on website of Center for Voting and
Democracy at www.fairvote.org

2 Attachment 1 — entitled “Major Election Systems and their Relevance to the State of Arizona” Prepared Fall 2002 by
the League of Women Voters ® of Metropolitan Phoenix Election Reform Committee (Abbreviated and Abridged Report
Iz:)repared by Dr. Barbara Klein for local use in Scottsdale). ]

? A handful of references include:
International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IIDEA) and its related Handbook of Electoral Systems
Design (1995, Stockholm)

Amy. Douglas J., Real Choices. New Voices, New York, Columbia University Press, 1993; and Proportional
Representation. The Case for a Better Election System, Northampton, Massachusetts, Crescent Street Press, 1997

Hill, Steven, Fixing Elections: The Failure of America’s Winner-take-All Politics. New York, NY: Routledge, 2002.
Rae, Douglas W., The Political Consequences of Electoral Laws. New Haven, Conn., Yale University Press, 1971 1
Reichley, James A.. Life of the Partics. New York. The Free Press, 1992

3 Election Study - city of Modesto, Final Report 7/3/2000 p.13)
3 Limited Voting and Cumulative Voting would be considered “semi-proportional,” whereas “Choice’ or ‘Preference’ also

known as Single Transferable Veting is categorized as “full-proportional.”
2 Thid 18, p.16
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These suppotters of alternative election systems are not alone as the following quotations (from a broad spectrum of
advocates) demonstrate.

“Unquestionably, it can be shown that PR I (proportional representation) can provide the greatest equily in representing
all sectors of the community... There is a renewed interest in proportional representation because of its potential usefulness
as a means to assure representation of minority populations and technological advances. "’

National Civic League, Model City Charter, Seventh Edition

“PR gives voters more choices and gives both the majority and the minority for minorities) their fair share of
representation...without the ridiculous contortions of the gerrymanders forced by small, single-member districts.”
Professor Kathleen Barber, Center for Voting and Democracy Advisory Board

“The one way to assure more diversify on the ballot is to change the electoral system and adopt proportional
representation.”’
Seymour Lipset “Why Americans Refuse to Vote,” Insight, 2/94

“Nothing in our present understanding of the Voting Rights Act places a principled limit on the quthority of federal courts
that would prevent them from ...securing proportional representation based on transferable votes.”
Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas [Holder v. Hall]

“Since becoming a resident of Cambridge in the 1950s, I have been fortunate to have ahvays had a representative of my

choice on the City Council and on the School Committee, thanks to proportional representation. In contrast, I have never

had a representative of my choice in the U.S. House of Representatives because I am a Republican in what was Tip
O°Neiil’s and is now Joe Kennedy's district.”

John Moot, long time resident of Cambridge Mass, in an op-ed, 1992.

[Cambridge has used Single Transferable Voting for over 60 years.]

“[A] far-reaching reform that deserves more attention is modifying our electoral system in the direction of proportional
representation.”

Kevin Phillips, Arrogant Capital (1994)

— also author of “Wealth and Democracy: a Political History of the American Rich”

“The system of proportional representation ensures that virtually every constituency in the country will have a hearing in
the national and provincial legislatures.”
Bishop Desmond Tutu, The Rainbow People of God (1994)

“[We now have] a flawed kind of democracy... [we need to] look at some way to get proportional representation.. we
should adopt some form of ir.”
Jerry Brown, (1/28/95) former governor California

“Most other [worldwide] democracies have moved beyond us in making their systems more representative. .. Proportional
representation. .. helps create a greater sense of inclusion.”
USA Today editorial, June 30, 1995,

The League of Women Voters of Metropolitan Phoenix *“.....1. Supports changing the present election systems so that
they more accurately represent the wishes of a majority of voters. l.a. Adopting the [nstant Runoff Voting (IRV) system
for single seat races. 1.b. Adopting proportional representation for multi-seat races...... 2. Believes that education of the
voting public is important to election systems. 3. Supports giving Arizona voters the option of more choice among
election systems.”

LWVMP - part of the ‘Election Systems Reform Position’

“Proportional Representation has an edge in both equality and effectiveness. .. Better minority (or minority voice)...higher
representation of women...much higher voter turnout...less costly.”

Arend Lijhart, Past President American Political Science Association,

from testimony to the Senate Committee on Constitutional Amendments, 1995,

** PR is common abbreviation for Proportional Representation
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Cost Considerations — another plus

The proportional representation type known as Choice (Single Transferable Vote) would eliminate runoff elections and the
associated costs in multi-seat races. (A virtually identical ranking system, Instant Runoff Voting, could be used to
eliminate the possibility of a runoff for the mayor’s single seat.) This is not only a savings to the taxpayers, but a welcome
savings to most candidates as well.

To implement such a system, Scottsdale would have to work with the Maricopa County Elections Office, as they run our
elections. However, implementation (with our current Optical Scan machinery), maintenance and training would be
pittance compared to the cost of ONE runoff election. One preliminary, non-binding {*ballpark™) quote for the ‘Choice
Plus” computer system (used in various locations throughout the world) was under $25,000 to establish a program for
Scottsdale, and approximately 15% ($3750) in subsequent years for maintaining the system. The 2002 Scottsdale runoff
alone cost the taxpayers $108,589.

Maintaining Scottsdale’s At-large system would allow us to establish “full representation” to all — with new alternative
voting systems down the road. But if we spend so much money establishing districts, who would want to turn around and
‘dis-assemble’ them — even if the goal was to implement a system of greater representation and a significantly less
expensive method?

Unfamiliarity - the only disadvantage

The major drawback again, is that in Arizona we are unfamiliar with alternative systems (except for those people in Home
Owners’ Associations, which often use Cumulative or ‘bullet’ voting). Resorting to Single Member Districts is not only
retrogressive but is similar to putting a band-aid over your car’s gas light so you do not know you are running low. It only
temporarily hides any problems that will show up at a later date. It would be of far greater benefit to all of Scottsdale to
maintain our At-large system AND pursue an alternative election method.

"The case for proportional representation is fundamentally the same as that for
representative democracy.
Only if an assembly represents the full diversity of opinion within a nation
can its decisions be regarded as the decisions of the nation itself.”
-- Encyclopedia Britannica

Recommendations

1. That the city maintain the current system of electing council members At-large.

2. That the city actively pursues all possible ways to increase voter turnout.

3. That the city not allow this measure to be placed on the ballot without signature collection.
4

That the city considers an academic review to evaluate the adoption of an alternative election system.
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The attached Report and Recommendations are hereby submitted this May,
2003 by Dr. Barbara Klein, 2 member of the District Advisory Task Force.

B: arbara Klein






DISTRICT ADVISORY TASK FORCE MINORITY RECOMMENDATION

As a member of the District Advisory Task Force (DATF), 1 disagree with any aspect of establishing
a districting concept for the City of Scottsdale at the present time. My reasons are twofold: COST
and TIMING.

COST

Our city budget is now bursting at the seams and we are in the throes of cutbacks for already
established, needed programs. The cost of changing from our present At Large method of electing
our Scottsdale City Councilmen to dividing ourselves into individual districts (6) does have extra cost
expenditures. Maintaining our present priorities and re-establishing those programs terminated, for
the time being, should be first and foremost on our present and future City budget requests. We are
struggling to fund the projects listed below as they are established expenditures already approved by
Mayor and City Council.

TIMING
The city is committed to the following projects/programs representing the designated areas:

The Aquatic Park (development/construction) - Northern neighborhood representation
Downtown (redevelopment/revitalize) - Central area representation

The Waterfront Project (probable construction/development) - Central City Gateway
Eldorado Park Pool (near completion) - Southern neighborhood representation

Los Arcos Mall (construct/redevelop/revitalize) - Southern neighborhood representation
Smitty’s Site (construct/redevelop/revitalize) - Southern neighborhood representation
McDowell Sonoran Preserve (development/support) - beneficial to all Scottsdale areas

The above list also represents Scottsdale citizen age groups from young children to Senior Citizens.
Quite an accomplishment in itself.

DATF Chairman Susan-Bitter Smith and Co-Chairman Jim Derouin provided us with outstanding

leadership capabilities. Staff members Jeff Kulaga, Peggy Carpenter, Carolyn Jagger and Donna
Bronski were invaluable in providing the necessary paperwork and overall professionalism.

Robe ilcher
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